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Abstract 
Schubert’s songs have long fascinated music analysts but far too many have attempted to 
create universal precepts by which to account for Schubert’s harmonic adventures. My 
dissertation takes the songs on their own terms and suggests that a flexible notion such as the 
non-assimilation of a particular anomaly into the whole can help us understand their unique 
nature. But non-assimilation is not only applicable to issues in Schubert’s handling of harmony. 
It, in fact, can be applied more broadly to the project of music analysis itself: the assimilative 
perspective embodied in much historical and modern music theory is shown to write-over and 
miss important musical moments that give insight into the unique nature of Schubert’s song 
subjects. This dissertation gives free expression to an undercurrent of the Adornian vision of the 
vital resistance of the part to its complete integration into the whole. 
In Chapter 1 I analyze “Der Atlas” D. 957, No. 8 (1828) in order to show how non-
assimilation underlies the song. Chapter 1 also shows how the concept of the Schenkerian third-
divider can be turned on its head to paradoxically show why B major cannot be assimilated into 
G minor. In Chapter 2 I turn to the history of music theory, showing how a range of theories — 
from Weber through Rafael Atlas — accomplish assimilation and compromise various analytical 
principles in deference to an aesthetics of coherence. Chapter 3 shows how neo-Riemannian 
theory assumes assimilation and utilizes its theory to promote an analytic stance predicated on a 
closed system. Chapter 4 returns to Schenkerian concepts and investigates Harald Krebs’s 
extension of Schenkerian monotonality. Chapter 4 shows how Krebs’s pictures of “Der 
Alpenjäger” D. 524 (1817) and “Meeres Stille” D. 216 (1815) are problematic in their attempts 
to present “dual” tonal coherence. I then present my own readings of the songs, showing how 
analysis with non-assimilation in mind can help us understand a different perspective on both of 
 ii 
these songs’s harmonic underpinnings. Chapter 5 turns to one of the more misunderstood and 
unique figures in the history of music theory, Ernst Kurth. I first illuminate the unique 
perspective Kurth brings to the issue of harmonic connectivity, then move to his most 
“complete” analysis of a Schubert song, “Sei mir gegrüsst” D. 741 (1821), before presenting my 
own analysis of the song, which shows how it assimilates its chromatic interior at an exorbitant 
price. 
The idea of non-assimilation is thus shown, by the end of the dissertation, to be able to 
provide a unique analytical perspective even on song’s that assimilate their chromaticism to a 
diatonic frame. I show that these songs pay a price for their integration, with the diatonic frame 
not always completely connected to what it embraces. 
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“Our knowledge of phenomena is complete only when it has reached that point at which 
everything which seemed to be a boundary becomes a transition, and we suddenly become aware 
of the relativity of the whole.” 
 
— Wilhelm Worringer, Abstraction and Empathy: A Contribution to the Psychology of 
Style (1908), trans. Michael Bullock (New York: International Universities Press, inc., 
1953), 126. 
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Chapter 1 
Divisive Tones: Discontinuity in “Der Atlas” 
 
 
I  Harmonic Disruption in “Der Atlas” 
 
Lawrence Kramer writes that “sooner or later … the songs of Schubert’s errant subjects 
venture into a border area where something — a structural oddity, a textual twist, an expressive 
gesture — potentially transforms the observance of normative discipline into a deviation from 
it.”
1
 Schubert’s Atlas would appear to be one of these errant subjects. The poem reads as follows: 
  “Der Atlas” (Heine) 
 
1 Ich unglücksel'ger Atlas! Eine Welt, 
2 Die ganze Welt der Schmerzen muß ich tragen, 
3 Ich trage Unerträgliches, und brechen 
4 Will mir das Herz im Leibe. 
 
5 Du stolzes Herz, du hast es ja gewollt! 
6 Du wolltest glücklich sein, unendlich glücklich, 
7 Oder unendlich elend, stolzes Herz, 
8 Und jetzo bist du elend. 
 
1 Ich unglücksel'ger Atlas! Eine Welt, 
2 Die ganze Welt der Schmerzen muß ich tragen, 
3 Ich trage Unerträgliches, und brechen 
4 Will mir das Herz im Leibe. 
 
1 I unblissful Atlas! A world, 
2 The whole world of pain must I bear. 
3 I bear the unbearable, and break 
4 wants to the heart in my body. 
 
 
 
                                                
1
 Lawrence Kramer, Franz Schubert: Sexuality, Subjectivity, Song (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1998), 4. 
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5 You proud heart, you wanted it so! 
6 You wanted to be blissful, infinitely blissful, 
7 Or infinitely miserable, proud heart, 
8 And now you are miserable. 
 
1 I unblissful Atlas! A world, 
2 The whole world of pain must I bear. 
3 I bear the unbearable, and break 
4 Wants to the heart in my body. 
 
In purely poetic terms, the lyrics for Schubert’s “Der Atlas” D. 957, No. 8 (1828) fit Kramer’s 
description precisely. The textual twist occurs in the second stanza, after Atlas turns inward and 
addresses his own heart. When the text turns from “unendlich glücklich” to “unendlich elend” 
normative discipline breaks down, it is not Atlas himself who wanted to be miserable, but rather 
his proud heart that wanted it thus. The two stanzas (Heine’s complete poem) form a complicated 
picture of Atlas’s unblissful existence. In the first, the world of pain is that which is unbearable 
and breaks his heart, while in the second his proud heart is called to task for wanting to be 
miserable. When the first stanza is repeated as the third, the song provides more evidence of 
Atlas’s errant status. The clash between the tone of each of the stanzas is brought into further 
relief by this repetition. The first strophe occupies ms. 1-22 of the song and consists of the entire 
first stanza of text; the second strophe occurs in ms. 22-39, while the third strophe (with repeated 
text from the first stanza) sounds from ms. 40-56. A score of the entire song is provided on pp. 3-
6 below. The song begins and ends in G minor, but nonetheless veers of course at the end of the 
first strophe and slips into B minor. In ms. 17, the bass moves from G to G , initiating a move 
out of G minor and into an as yet undefined harmonic space. Ex. 1.1 shows the underlying 
harmony in ms. 16-20, while the upper voice outlines the vocal part. The singer’s G  in ms. 17 
coincides with the moment in the poem in which Atlas tells us that he bears the unbearable: “Ich 
trage Unerträgliches …. ” 
 3 
 
 
Figure 1.1: Schubert, “Der Atlas” D. 957, No. 8 (1828) ©1990 Bärenreiter-Verlag  
Karl Voetterle GmbH & Co. KG, Kassel. 
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 6 
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Prior to ms. 17, the singer occupies the relatively comfortable range of a ninth from D to E . In 
ms. 18, as Atlas sings of his heart breaking under the strain, he ascends in vocal register, 
stepping from G  up to F  and thus out of the voice’s previous normative range. Pain weighs 
heavily on Atlas in these opening measures; the Gesangstimme and accompanimental bass are 
inexorably bound together, tripling one another in octaves. The left hand of the piano binds Atlas 
to the world, holding him in a fixed and untenable, “unblissful” position. There is something 
unbearable about this binding together of voice and bass, and as Atlas moves to speak again he 
tells us so. 
 
 
Example 1.1: Underlying harmony in “Der Atlas” ms. 16-20. 
 
The bass’s hold on the voice comes to an end when the high F  in ms. 19 drops 
unexpectedly down a perfect fifth to B . There is little to suggest that B  will be the ultimate 
destination of the voice’s move from G to G . G  disrupts the normative tonal space of G minor; 
it is not a diatonic member of G minor’s scale. It thus particularizes G minor and places it in 
potential conflict with this new, undefined key area. When Atlas moves up to G  from G he thus 
names G minor as unbearable, suggesting that it is the G minor space that makes him unhappy. 
Even though G  weakens G minor’s tonal hold, B  — as a new tonal center — does not become a 
16 17 18 19 20
G minor: I ? “V” III#
B minor: V I
"unerträgliches"
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concrete tonic until the full cadence in ms. 20. The harmony in ms. 18 is a fully diminished 
seventh chord, a particularly un-functional sonority. We think of it as being underfunctional 
because it points to multiple possible resolutions without absolutely defining the probable next 
chord. Each note in the fully diminished seventh is a potential leading tone, but that doesn’t 
mean that each one necessarily leads to a pitch in the same triad. G  could thus lead to A, 
whereas D suggests E , a pitch incommensurate with any diatonic triad whose membership 
includes A. Because a fully diminished seventh cannot be formed using only diatonic members 
of a single key, the underfunctional designation here is reliant on diatony as the measure by 
which functional relationships are understood. Although this fully diminished seventh wrenches 
us out of G minor, it does not necessarily suggest B as an ultimate outcome. It does, however, 
break the hold G minor has on Atlas. As soon as G minor is explicitly identified with Atlas’s 
unhappiness — and it is as soon as Atlas himself acknowledges that he bears the unbearable — 
the song’s trajectory begins to change. There is no easy transition to B minor, indeed no 
transition at all: Atlas wrenches himself immediately out of the unbearable world of G minor and 
into this new B minor/major space.
2
 
The harmonic change to B major in ms. 22 coincides with a change of poetic tone. The 
first stanza is obviously directed outward and is dominated, at least at first, by a sense of “I-ness” 
— both lines 1 and 3 beginning with “Ich.” Atlas is speaking to someone or something 
seemingly outside of himself. The first stanza is also explicitly in the present tense; he “bears the 
unbearable.” This is a lyric utterance, as is made clear during the second stanza, when Atlas turns 
inward and addresses his own heart. In line 5, he personifies the organ, describing it in 
                                                
2
 I name this new space B minor/major because the music cadences on B minor in ms. 20 but 
then begins the next phrase begins in B major. While the new tonic is perfectly clear, its modal 
identity is unstable. 
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anthropomorphic terms as being “stolz” — proud. What might this change in tone have to do 
with the abrupt change from G minor to B minor/major? The change in both poetic and musical 
emphasis creates an anomalous event: irregular, deviant, abnormal. Kramer could well have 
included “an anomalous harmonic event” in his description of the “something” that transforms 
the otherwise “normative discipline” of the subject. For Kramer, normative discipline might be 
described as an integrative musical and poetic practice in which logic and rationality rule. 
Anomalous harmonies, in contrast, disrupt the normative harmonic present and create new 
potentialities for the harmonic unfolding of the particular piece. In order to understand the 
impact these harmonies have on the larger context, we will have to add another term to our 
analytical language: non-assimilation. To assimilate something is to absorb and integrate it into a 
single body or concept. In “Der Atlas” G minor provides the conceptual body into which the 
something must be absorbed. Such metaphors are particularly apt in “Der Atlas,” where the 
second strophe directly articulates bodily concerns: his own heart becomes the object of derision. 
His heart becomes something that cannot seem to be absorbed into the Atlas’s body. “Und 
brechen mir das Herz im Leibe” — his heart breaks within the body. To be non-assimilated, then, 
is not to be absorbed into a singular body.  
 
 
Example 1.2a: G minor Background. 
 
#
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Example 1.2b: G minor through B major Background. 
 
Example 1.2c: G minor through B major to G major Background. 
 
Normative tonal discipline would suggest that a song beginning in G minor would 
eventually modulate to B  major, subdividing the perfect fifth from I to V into two thirds, G–B  
and B –D, thus arpeggiating the tonic triad, as shown in Ex. 1.2a. The middleground B  at ms. 
22, however, suggests an alternative background. As shown in Ex. 1.2b, it subdivides the perfect 
fifth from I to V through B . In this case, the overall G–B –D arpeggiation is in contradiction 
with the G minor tonic. Ex. 1.2c suggests a hypothetical scenario in which the piece arpeggiates 
G major, but unlike Ex. 1.2b, ends with a G major triad. This is, of course, a purely hypothetical 
construct, but it nonetheless reflects our intuition that a piece subdividing a G–D perfect fifth 
through B  ought to result in a final G major tonic. Although G minor moves to B major, B 
major returns directly to G minor without the intervention of D major. The bass, that is, moves 
unexpectedly from G to B , but without ever completing the background arpeggiation by moving 
to D. Unlike I or III , V never materializes as a local tonic or, for that matter, in any other form. 
I III V I#
# #
I III V I#
# #
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In ms. 1-17, there is never a strong G–B –D middleground arpeggiation in the bass, although the 
Gesangstimme does descend from D through B  to G at the cadence in ms. 14. That arpeggiation 
is not mandatory — the piece need not do this in order to assert G minor as the overarching tonic 
— but its absence here underlies the sense we have that G minor, despite all the pianist’s 
strenuous pounding, has a tenuous grasp on the piece. Our sense that its hold is uncertain is 
borne out quickly and decisively in the wrenching shift to B minor/major in ms. 16-22. 
Like the impulsive shift to B minor/major in ms. 16-22, G minor returns explosively in 
ms. 36. Until the left hand of the piano lands on G at ms. 35, the music does nothing to anticipate 
this return. In ms. 27-30, Atlas sings that his heart wanted to be “unendlich glücklich,” all the 
while musically reinforcing B major as tonic and singing over repetitions of the bass line from 
ms. 23-26. In ms. 31, the harmony abruptly changes, as does the poetic tone. Atlas shifts course, 
suggesting that his heart might have actually wanted to be “unendlich elend” — infinitely 
miserable. In ms. 31, the bass moves down to A  to begin this new phrase. A  supports C  in the 
voice, changing the harmonic landscape. Prior to this moment, B major is firmly entrenched, 
with both A  and C  prominently featured. Because we hear ms. 31 as the beginning of a phrase, 
we expect A  to play a prominent role in its harmonic underpinnings, but it is in fact 
subordinated to the B that precedes it in ms. 30 and initiates the counterpoint. Ex. 1.3 diagrams 
the underlying counterpoint in ms. 30-39. In ms. 30-32, the bass moves from B  to A  through G  
and F  before finally arriving on E , while the Gesangstimme descends overall from B  through 
A  to G . This local bass descent occurs within a longer descent from B  in ms. 30 through A in 
ms. 33 to G in ms. 35. E  in ms. 32 is therefore subordinated to A in ms. 33 as a “Hilfskadenz.“ 
Likewise, the Gesangstimme’s descent, as described above, is subordinate to B. While ms. 33-34 
are an exact replica of ms. 31-32, we hear them differently because of the controlling descent to 
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G in the bass. E in the bass in ms. 34 connects to G in ms. 35, a hearing is confirmed by the fact 
that the underlying E minor harmony remains unchanged. As we shall see in Section II, ms. 30-
39 have profound consequences for the identification of a concrete third-divider. Here, though, it 
is most important to understand that ms. 30-35 do nothing to anticipate G minor’s return in ms. 
36.  
 
 
Example 1.3: “Der Atlas” ms. 30-39 (voice-leading diagram). 
 
Indeed, these measures could solidify B major’s status as subordinate to the G–D perfect 
fifth; we could label it as a dividing third and file it away. But this is not how the music unfolds. 
At ms. 36, instead of continuing a local E minor 3
6, the bass passes from G through A up to B  — 
B , that is, not B . The Gesangstimme, however, appears not to have gotten the message. As 
Atlas sings “stolzes Herz,” the Gesangstimme moves from B  through C  to D, perhaps in 
anticipation of an upcoming cadence on D. B  in the bass supports a G minor triad, defying our 
immediate expectations. Even this B  could be integrated into a progression confirming G major. 
The song would merely need to veer back on course and move back to A in ms. 37 and then 
cadence on D major as expected, effectively confirming B  as the dividing third in G major. 
30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39
6
3
6
3
G minor: V I
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However, instead of slipping down from B  back to A, the bass rises to C . We hear the harmony 
above C in ms. 37 as II5
6, crucially preparing V in G minor. And indeed, the D major triad that 
sounds fff in ms. 38 is V in G minor. We hear it as the fifth divider — there is little question 
about its status as such — but it seems oddly articulated: the third-divider B minor/major is in 
fact more strongly articulated than the D major fifth-divider. D major as V in ms. 38 immediately 
resolves to G minor as I in ms. 39. G minor’s return is unprepared by the events of ms. 30-35; 
the transition from B major to G minor is virtually non-existent, with one merely replacing the 
other. The 3
6 above G in ms. 35, however, is never realized as II3
6, since B  rises up out of the 
musical past to re-impose its will on the piece. There is no sense of a pivot between the two key 
areas, mostly because ms. 35 points toward a key that never materializes: D major. Atlas never 
assimilates the two incongruous key areas, continually holding them in tension without 
resolution. 
A non-assimilated harmony is defined by four specific criteria: (1) it is anomalous, 
particularized in some way, through a break in texture, change in tone, or some other aural 
musical marker, (2) it deviates from, or is foreign to, the surrounding harmonic context, (3) it 
disrupts the prevailing harmonic/voice-leading processes, often in such a way as to suggest a 
different direction from what might be considered normative for the context in which it arises, 
and (4) it remains unsubsumed within the whole, the fragment or trace of an unrealized 
possibility. These harmonic events rise up out of the musical flow and grab our attention; they 
invite interpretation and remain in the aural imagination long after they acoustically expire. 
However, to merely arrest our attention as fragments is not enough. Anomalous harmonies must 
be articulated in such a way — often through a change in poetic and musical texture — as to 
suggest a different but unrealized trajectory for the piece, a potential but unfulfilled musical 
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future. By disrupting prevailing harmonic/voice-leading continuities, they perform a critical 
function: they make us aware of what the structure of a particular theoretical system is, what its 
limitations or boundaries are, where gaps lie within. As Daniel Chua writes, “such moments of 
‘undecidability’ and ‘unreadability’ are meant not to denounce theory as impotent but to displace 
theory outside its limits, forcing it to develop new strategies.”
3
 
Atlas’s move to B major in ms. 22 embodies all of the above considerations and makes 
them formative in the construction of his subjectivity. We are forced to develop new strategies in 
order to maintain the sense that B major is non-assimilated. By identifying the specific moments 
that give rise to each new strategy, we discover a baseline in reference to which considerations of 
the song as a whole can then be articulated. In terms of criterion (1) above, the musical and, 
ultimately, poetic structure of ms. 22 breaks with all that came before it. The first strophe is 
marked by a lack of conventional accompanimental figuration; the left hand and Gesangstimme 
double one another, disrupting our normal understanding of the voice as being somehow above, 
and thus supported by, the piano accompaniment.
4
 The agitated tremolo in the upper hand of the 
piano in the first strophe saturates the entire texture, evoking the feeling of melodrama — there’s 
something agonizingly overdone about it. It echoes our sense that Atlas is a mythic figure, larger 
than life. The octave doubling enables a hearing in which the Gesangstimme and piano, 
moreover, form a single embodied voice. As discussed above, this binding together also lends 
weight to the first strophe, which further intensifies the sense of the melodrama; we can hear it 
                                                
3
 Daniel K.L. Chua, The “Galitzin” Quartets of Beethoven (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1995), 9. 
 
4
 Conventional accompanimental figures include: (1) the root of the chord in the lowest hand of 
the piano with the chord filled out in the upper voices, and (2) the voice doubled by the upper 
hand of the piano with or without added counterpoint, both of which are conspicuously absent in 
the first strophe of “Der Atlas.” 
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bearing down on Atlas’s shoulders. After the change in texture in ms. 22, in contrast, the piano 
begins “regular” accompanimental patterns with a lumberingly repetitive figure in which the left 
hand sounds on each beat while the upper hand fills in the harmonies on the second and third 
triplet eighths. The accompanimental texture is in stark contrast to the wash of sound in the first 
strophe. We now hear the voice supported by the piano; the bass no longer weighs so heavily on 
Atlas’s melodic line. The Atlas of this middle section is freer to speak his mind and tell his story 
— the weight on his shoulders has been temporarily lightened, if not lifted. We would be 
forgiven if we thought, perhaps, that Atlas shrugged. 
In addition to this change in musical texture, the Gesangstimme in ms. 17 — during the 
harmonic non-transition to B minor/major — is particularized. Ex. 1.4 shows the Gesangstimme 
and bass in ms. 17-20. The Gesangstimme ascends in ms. 18-19 from G  to F  rather 
dramatically expanding the vocal range. Prior to this moment, the highest pitch is E  above 
middle C, well within a normal vocal range. After the step from G to G  in ms. 16-17, the 
Gesangstimme rises through A  and B to C  before stepping up to D. It then leaps up an 
augmented second to E , which then leads to F . The augmented second between D and E  is the 
most striking feature of this remarkable run. E  acts as an applied leading tone to F , which we 
now hear as  in B minor. The move from D and E  occurs, for the singer, in the passaggio, the 
transition zone between two different areas of vocal production. To traverse it requires that the 
singer modify his vocal production in order to maintain a continuous and consistent tone quality. 
For most baritones, it occurs somewhere between E  and F . In this run, the passaggio is 
circumscribed by the awkward augmented second leap, which makes traversing this 
uncomfortable vocal space even more difficult. F  lies at the upper end of the passaggio and 
having to hold it — as the voice does here — does not allow for a smooth transition into the 
 16 
higher register. This tension in the singer’s voice underscores the frustration of Atlas’s plight. As 
he tells us that the heart in his chest wants to break, we can literally hear his head voice about to 
crack, collapsing back into his chest. 
 
 
Example 1.4: “Der Atlas” ms. 17-20 (melodic connections). 
 
Prior to this register-stretching ascent, the Gesangstimme is characterized by foreground 
leaps that nonetheless outline and conform to underlying stepwise motion. Ex. 1.5 illustrates, 
using slurs, the middleground stepwise connections in the Gesangtimme in ms. 5-14. In ms. 16-
19 (as shown in Ex. 1.4) middleground stepwise connections come to the fore, rising to the 
surface of the music. This echoes the sense that the tension underlying Atlas’s outward outburst 
is likewise coming to the fore. In the first phrase, the underlying movement is stepwise, moving 
repeatedly from G to F . Likewise, the overall stepwise motion in the second phrase is B –A–G. 
It is also characterized by a D–E –D upper-neighbor figure in ms. 11-13, also shown in Ex. 1.5. 
The middleground descent from B  in ms. 9 through A in ms. 13 to G in ms. 14 helps concretely 
define G minor as the tonic. The Gesangstimme’s change in melodic direction from generally 
downward motion in ms. 5-14 to steep upward motion in ms. 16-19 — can be heard as an 
emotional response to Atlas’s rising tension. In ms. 16, Atlas makes explicit the unbearable 
nature of the world that he bears. The stepwise motion out of G minor represents a concrete 
17 18 19 20
B minor: V I
Voice
Bass
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attempt to break free of the unbearable world, setting the second stanza in relief. His heart breaks 
in his chest, G minor breaks, and his voice does, too. The text likewise underscores the sense that 
the B major music is particularized. In the second stanza, which begins in ms. 23, the language 
changes from outward address featuring the first person “Ich” to the second person familiar “du.” 
The second strophe, as well as the non-transition that precedes it, take exception, both aurally 
and poetically, to the first strophe. 
 
 
Example 1.5: “Der Atlas” ms. 5-14 (melody). 
 
B major is certainly deviant in terms of the framing G minor tonic: its groundtone is non-
diatonic, and the chord third, D , clashes strongly with , D , in G minor, a vital component of G 
minor’s harmonic identity.  helps to define the tonic and provides potential cadential 
reinforcement for the tonic pitch-class. Whereas  delineates the overall tonal space,  defines 
the mode. As D  replaces D  in ms. 22, not only is a new key introduced, but one of the defining 
pitch-classes in G minor is undermined and contradicted, effectively cutting off the potential for 
G to continue as a tonic. In addition, the change of key introduces a potential enharmonic 
equivalence (D  and E ) into the analysis. One might be tempted to hear the move from D to D  
and then back to D in the progression from G minor to B major to G minor as a global version of 
the D–E –D motion prominent in ms. 5-14. But because they receive absolutely different bass 
support, it is difficult to imagine an interpretation using this being valid. René Rusch Daley 
suggests that 
Voice
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
.....
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when Schubert’s use of tonality does not correlate with perceived conventions of 
tonality — when the coherence of a musical work seems threatened (for example, 
when modulations in Schubert’s music do not adhere to a tonic and dominant 
hierarchy) — the rules of procedure are extended and reworked in order to stay 
within the realm of the known. Unity is thus regained, as concepts of diatony are 
extended in order to account for the inchoate in Schubert’s music.
5
 
 
The modulation from G minor to B major and back again in “Der Atlas” does not adhere to a 
normative tonic-dominant hierarchy and potentially threatens the coherence of the tonal space of 
the work. Daley notes that the common approach to the analytical dilemma posed by this type of 
harmonic organization is to rewrite or extend rules pertaining to simpler diatonic procedures in 
order to ensure an a priori unified perspective. An analysis that used enharmonic equivalence to 
“deal with” the relationship between G minor’s E  and B major’s D  would assume as its goal 
the explication of a unified diatonic trajectory. Furthermore, if D  really were only E  in disguise, 
there would be no need to account for D  as the altered  of G minor, and one could assume that 
B major never fundamentally alters the G minor trajectory. Such an assimilative technique is 
typical of theoretical and analytical attempts to “deal with” anomalous harmonies in Schubert. 
Rather than assume integration, an analysis that highlights non-assimilated harmonies preserves 
and maintains those inchoate moments as integral to the construction of the work. 
B minor and G major are, in neo-Riemannian terms, “hexatonic poles” of one other.
6
 A 
hexatonic scale is a six-element scale in which semitones alternate with minor thirds, resulting in 
a diatonic collection that is both transpositionally and inversionally symmetrical. Ex. 1.6 shows 
                                                
5
 René Rusch Daley, “Imagining Tonal Space: Conceptions of Hierarchy, Chromaticism, and  
Social Constructs in Schubert’s Music” (Ph.D. diss., University of Michigan, 2007), 140-41. 
 
6
 “Two triads in a hexatonic polar relation are pc-complementary with respect to their source 
hexatonic collection: they are maximally disjunct, but together they efficiently define the entire 
collection of six-pcs from which they are drawn.” Richard Cohn, “Maximally Smooth Cycles, 
Hexatonic systems, and the Analysis of Late Romantic Triadic Progressions,” Music Analysis 
15/1 (1996): 19. 
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the relationship of G minor and B major triads when aligned on a hexatonic scale. In this scale, G 
minor and B major triads are maximally disjunct; they share no common tones. In Ex. 1.6, we 
can easily see the maximally disjunct relationship as well as the interesting juxtaposition of D 
and D  suggested above. Richard Cohn writes that 
recognition of two additional (but related) special features of the hexatonic polar 
relation will enhance our understanding of its paradoxical quality from the 
standpoint of diatonic tonality. First, contrary motion is involved in the voice-
leading between juxtaposed polar triads in closed position. (This is true of no 
other types of closed-position triadic juxtapositions where common tones are 
absent.) The contrary motion allows for the second special feature of the polar 
relation to emerge: each triad contains the other’s two most piquant tendency 
tones, the raised seventh and the flattened sixth degree (or some enharmonic 
version thereof). (21) 
 
Hence F , the chord fifth in the B major triad, can be understood as a leading tone in relation to 
the groundtone G in a G major triad. Likewise, B , reinterpreted enharmonically as A , can be 
understood as a leading tone in relation the groundtone of a B major triad. D , moreover, the 
chord third in the B major triad, can be enharmonically understood as E , the “flatted sixth” 
degree in relation to the groundtone of a G major triad. Contrary motion, Cohn’s first criteria, is 
involved when the D  “flatted sixth” degree moves down to D , while the F  leading tone leads 
up to G. These leading tone and “flatted sixth” relationships create the paradoxical situation 
Cohn describes in which each seemingly cancels out and/or leads to the other. However, one 
immediately notices the need to use enharmonic equivalence to hear one of the triads as 
occurring within the tonal sphere of the other. In order to hear G minor as within the confines of 
B major, we have enharmonically respell B  as A  to create the leading-tone effect. This, 
however, is not how “Der Atlas” teaches us to hear these harmonies; their kinship is not so easily 
dismissed. In “Der Atlas,” B major calls into question G minor’s validity as an overarching tonic. 
D replaces D , that is, while B  contradicts B . The replacement of both G minor’s chord third B  
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(with B ) as well as its chord fifth D  (with D ) creates a background harmonic progression that 
defies the “normal” tonal progression of a piece through G minor. B  at the background suggests 
a piece in G major, not G minor. The hexatonic polar relationship does not address issues such as 
tonal trajectory, merely naming and describing it rather than suggesting the ways in which the 
two harmonies involved in the relation might call into question the other’s validity as a tonic, 
though it does describe their relation as being paradoxical. 
 
 
Example 1.6: Hexatonic Poles. 
 
In “Uncanny Resemblances: Tonal Signification in the Freudian Age” (2004), Cohn 
characterizes hexatonic poles as “uncanny.”
7
 Cohn, citing Freud, defines the uncanny as “that 
class of the terrifying which leads back to something long known to us, once very familiar” 
(290).
8
 For Cohn, the invocation of the uncanny in describing hexatonic poles helps to explain 
why other theorists have routinely called it out as supernatural.
9
 Cohn points out that the uncanny 
refers not merely to otherness but also to a sense of paradox to the objects caught in a hexatonic 
                                                
7
 Richard Cohn, “Uncanny Resemblances: Tonal Signification in the Freudian Age,” Journal of  
the American Musicological Society 57/2 (2004): 286. 
 
8
 This quote comes from Freud’s essay on “The ‘Uncanny’” (1919), in On Creativity and the 
Unconscious: Papers on the Psychology of Art, Literature, Love, Religion, trans. Joan Riviere 
(New York: Harper Colophon Books, 1958), 123-124. 
 
9
 Cohn catalogues the negative characteriziations to which hexatonic poles give rise on the first 
page of the article. 
F#   G - Bb   Bn - D   D# - F#   G
 21 
relation. He suggests, as a way of formulating a definition of the musical uncanny, that “for 
Lorenz, as well as Kurth and Schenker, musical reality is consonance, musical appearance is 
dissonance. Accordingly, a simple substitution of terms will lead us to the musically uncanny: 
‘an uncanny effect is often and easily produced when the distinction between dissonance and 
consonance is effaced, as when something that we have hitherto regarded as dissonance appears 
before us as a consonance’”(317-318). Hexatonic poles are often used to represent paradox, 
anxiety, and the supernatural; Cohn creates a catalog of just such moments. More importantly, 
however, is the perspective harmonic theory provides. Cohn writes that “the constituents of 
hexatonic poles both are and are not triads; they both are and are not consonant. In terms of the 
music-theoretical writings of Freud’s contemporaries, their status as entities is both real and 
imaginary, both alive and dead” (303). They are both consonant and not because neither can be 
assimilated or absorbed into the other’s diatonic sphere. The relationship also has double 
leading-tone reciprocity in which, according to Cohn, each “summons the other” (307). Ex. 1.7 
reproduces his diagram of this reciprocal relationship (308). One can easily see how the tones of 
one call forth the other and vice versa:  moves as a leading tone to , while  moves as a 
leading tone to . Cohn further suggests that “hexatonic poles are uncanny not only because the 
stability of their constituents is undecidable; their uncanniness must have something to do with 
the capacity of those constituents to associate with, but at the same time resist or defamiliarize, 
the musically comfortable and heimlich” (318). He thus translates Freud’s concept of the 
uncanny into the musical realm, with the hexatonic pole as its exemplar par excellance. By 
destabilizing the ability of either triad in the hexatonic pole to be a tonic, while at the same time 
suggesting that listeners will want to hear a tonic, Cohn makes Freud’s definition musically 
explicit. As Cohn suggests, if the listener chooses one triad as tonic over the other, an inevitable 
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reversal of roles will eventually occur. Both triads are at the same time consonant and dissonant 
and the listener may well be caught at the boundary between the two. To be at the boundary, 
unable to distinguish the real from the imaginary, is one of the forms that the uncanny can take 
for Freud. Hexatonic poles embody this paradox. 
 
 
 
Example 1.7: from Richard Cohn, “Uncanny Resemblances: Tonal Signification 
in the Freudian Age,” Journal of the American Musicological Society 57/2 (2004), 
Fig. 6, p. 308. ©2004 by the American Musicological Society. Published by the 
University of California Press. 
 
 
If the mere fact that G minor and B major are hexatonic poles suggests the uncanny, 
textural differences between the two sections in “Der Atlas” make the feeling even more 
palpable. In the second strophe, Atlas creates an uncanny object out of his own heart. He tells us 
that his heart wanted to be happy or miserable and in the process gives the imaginary heart a 
sense of reality. We can thus hear echoes of the way the uncanny embodies something we know 
is not real and yet presents itself to us as real nonetheless. Atlas knows that his heart is part of 
himself and that it is incapable of making its own decisions, and yet it seems to be able to do just 
that. He knows that the heart is incapable of such action and yet here he is telling us that it, not 
he, has created the current situation. The musical texture, likewise, gives a sense that the second 
strophe is somehow more real and familiar than the first. The accompanimental figures, now 
supporting rather than doubling the Gesangstimme, suggest normalcy and comfort. We can 
moreover easily identify the different elements of the texture and catalog them as belonging to 
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either the Gesangstimme or the accompaniment. In the first strophe, in contrast, this distinction is 
harder to make; as suggested above, we hear a wash of sound rather than discrete, definable 
elements. We are inclined, however, to hear the first strophe as defining the musical norm due to 
its placement at the beginning of the song. Thus, when normative accompanimental figures 
appear in conjunction with the second strophe, we recognize them as being conventional and 
familiar, and yet they perversely create a sense of disorientation. Are they real or imaginary? 
Likewise, the first strophe’s status as real is called into question; it too now bears the mark of the 
unheimlich. We can thus make a further connection to a general definition of the uncanny, in that 
the heimlich and unheimlich, though intimately related, somehow also resist familiarity.
10
 When 
the second strophe’s musical texture calls the reality of the firs into question, we are forced to 
recognize that it is both heimlich and unheimlich, both familiar and not. 
At the level of middleground relationships, G minor and B major engender a tonal 
paradox between the real and the imaginary. B major calls into question the normative trajectory 
of G minor, hinting at the possibility that its status as tonic might in fact be imaginary rather than 
real. But these two triads, G minor and B major, never occur in direct succession, and are thus 
rather different from those that Cohn identifies as creating the uncanny effect. Most of his 
examples juxtapose hexatonic poles on the foreground, often placing them immediate succession 
to one other. He does not address any issues pertaining to long-term harmonic motion between 
them — or the potential consequences of the paradox — at the level of the piece. And indeed, the 
uncanny effect is most often created when the two polar harmonies are juxtaposed next to each 
other. When we abstract this relationship to the middleground it loses some of its creepiness 
                                                
10
 Freud writes that “the uncanny effect is often and easily produced by effacing the distinction 
between imagination and reality, such as when something that we have hitherto regarded as 
imaginary appears before us in reality, or when a symbol takes over the full functions and 
significance of the thing it symbolizes, and so on.” Freud, “The Uncanny,” 152. 
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precisely because the two chords are not heard in direct succession. In “Der Atlas,” G minor and 
B major nonetheless create some of the characteristics that Cohn associates with the musical 
uncanny, even though they occur at the middleground. The effect is created not by the abstract 
semitonal relationships that Cohn invokes for juxtaposed chords, but rather by the creation of an 
unrealizable tonal trajectory. G minor and B major are intimately related on the level of an 
underlying hexatonic scale. This is in addition to the fact that B can be thought of as a raised  in 
G minor. But because B major is the ultimate key of the second strophe, very few pitches of its 
scale can also be found in the scale of G minor (unlike B minor which fits more easily with G 
minor). This means that B major potentially effaces the trajectory of G minor. While certainly 
not the same type of uncanny effect as that arising from two immediately juxtaposed hexatonic 
poles, the effacing of the trajectory of G minor calls the consonance of G minor into question in 
very much the same way that Cohn identifies as vital for the uncanny effect of hexatonic poles in 
a tonally indeterminate setting. When such a juxtaposition occurs, the listener is, as Cohn writes, 
“at risk of being cast out on a vast sea of tonal indeterminancy, without triad or anchor” (320). 
When, in “Der Atlas,” the hexatonic poles are keys rather than triads, the potential “tonal 
indeterminancy” becomes a global rather than a local phenomenon. It occurs at the background 
of the music, within its body rather than on its surface. 
The interior of Atlas’s body — both musical and poetic — is both familiar and foreign to 
him. He tells us this when he personifies his heart in the second stanza. The music deepens this 
paradox both through its assertion of an alternative key, B major, which suggests that G minor is 
the foreign key, and also through the piano’s turn to “normative” accompanimental figuration 
that fractures, and contrasts greatly to, its “wash of sound” texture in the opening section. But B 
major’s trajectory is ultimately imaginary; like Atlas’s heart, B major only momentarily comes to 
 25 
life. B major is a version of III, but not the one we expect. How are we to make sure that it isn’t 
real? As Cohn points out, we cannot be absolute in our judgment of either key; both of them are 
and are not viable candidates for reality. The idea that the middleground relationship between G 
minor and B major creates an uncanny effect highlights the feeling that B major is somehow 
present, albeit unreal, in our minds as G minor returns in ms. 36. G minor thus comes to be heard 
as uncanny in ms. 36-39, resulting not only from its hexatonic polar relationship with B major, 
but also through the horrifying return of music from the opening strophe. They are juxtaposed at 
the middleground in such a way that one leads to the other and then back again. When B major 
leads back to the supposedly familiar G minor, it is in fact unfamiliar, and terrifying to behold: 
the violent fff V–I in G minor in ms. 38-39 almost hurts our ears. This return destabilizes the 
supposedly familiar G minor as the potential global tonic. The polar relationship further enables 
this defacement of the familiar. And thus, instead of a single moment of being uncanny, the very 
harmonic sphere and therefore the entire song becomes suffused with uncanniness. Cohn’s 
invocation of the uncanny complements the definition of non-assimilated harmonies posited 
above. Most obviously, the uncanny embodies the sense of uncertainty between what seems 
familiar and yet is obviously not. This in turn corresponds to the definition’s suggestion that non-
assimilated harmonies create imaginary trajectories. They efface the distinction between the real 
trajectory of the piece and the imaginary non-assimilated trajectory in much the way that the 
uncanny blurs the boundary between the real and imaginary, the familiar and unfamiliar, 
consonance and dissonance. 
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II  The Third-Divider 
 
Any suggestion that the alternative tonal trajectory constitutes the relationship between G 
minor and B major leads to criteria (3) of the definition, that the non-assimilated harmony, in this 
case B major, must disrupt the underlying melodic/harmonic process. Normative underlying 
harmonic processes, at least in the Schenkerian tradition, are for the bass to move overall from I 
to V and then back to I again over the course of the piece. The I–V motion defining the first half 
of a normative bass arpeggiation creates a space that requires filling in. Schenker begins his 
discussion of the middleground by illuminating the means by which this division can be filled in. 
Ex. 1.8 reproduces Fig. 14 from Schenker’s Free Composition (1935).
11
 This figure shows one of 
the ways that this filling-in can be accomplished: the third-divider. Schenker writes that “the 
essential unity of the fifth-arpeggiation prevails over the third-divider.”
12
 For Schenker this 
means that the most important bass connection is between I and V and that therefore the third-
divider is always subordinate to the bass’s fifth-arpeggiation. Schenker goes on to write that “the 
meaning of this third-divider changes according to whether it remains within the first harmonic 
degree, as at (a), or whether it achieves the value of an independent root, especially when the 
third is raised (III ), as at (b)” (29-30). He gives little sense of what the change of “meaning” 
(Bedeutung) might be, other than that the harmonic space in which the third-divider operates 
differs between the two. If the third-divider supports I
6
, then the initial tonic area is prolonged 
through the third-divider. If the third-divider supports III , then it achieves the designation of an 
independent root. The third-divider has more of a harmonic “effect” (Wirkung) when the bass 
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 Heinrich Schenker, Free Composition (1935), trans. Ernst Oster (New York: Longman, 1979), 
Fig. 14. 
 
12
 Schenker, Free Composition (1935), 29-30. 
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supports its own 3
5. When  supports a 3
6, we hear that 3
6 in the shadow of the initial I. A 3
5 above , 
in contrast, begins a new state, emphasized as the object of a harmonic progression. This new 
state could create a formal division in the composing-out of the middleground, giving the third-
divider a formal function. This potential formal function, however, is never explicitly discussed 
in Free Composition. Later in the treatise Schenker writes that “the third-divider differs from the 
arpeggiation through the third, in that an interruption occurs in connection with the third-divider 
as it does with the fifth-divider, whereas in the third-arpeggiation the third returns to the root” 
(114). If the third divider must be accompanied by an interruption of some sort, Schenker thus 
further implies that the third-divider can have a formal function. 
 
 
 
Example 1.8: Figure 14 from Heinrich Schenker, Der freie Satz|Bd. III aus 
"Neue musikalische Theorien und Phantasien" ©1935 Universal Edition A.G., 
Wien/UE 6869. Reproduced from Free Composition.  
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The third-divider provides a means of filling in the space between I and V in the 
Baßbrechung, while simultaneously supporting either  or  in the Urlinie. These are the two 
givens in terms of the theoretical definition, while the harmony is malleable. Ex. 1.9 reproduces 
Schenker’s Fig. 15, which fills in the harmonies and adds an upper voice to the bass lines 
provided in Fig. 14. Fig. 15 does not show any instances of  supporting  in the upper voice, but 
does show the change in harmony that can accompany the move from  to  in the bass. It is 
fascinating to note that each and every one of the figures is in major, thus ensuring that any 
potential for a modally-mixed arpeggiation is cut off at the source. In Fig. 15.1a, the upper voice 
and filled-in harmony are held while the bass moves from  to . Thus, the third-divider supports 
I
6
 and is heard as a continuation of the initial tonic. In Fig. 15.1b, in contrast, the middle voices 
change, moving from C to B and either holding G or raising G to G , creating a new harmony. 
Here the third-divider supports either III  or III, both of which create a new harmonic state. Figs. 
15.2a-c show that the tone-space between  and  and between  and  can be filled in. The 
potential formal function of the third-divider as an interrupting force is shown in 3a-c and 4a-b. 
The unity of the fifth progression is maintained throughout each of the figures. Thus, by ensuring 
that the arpeggiation from I to III to V is subordinate to the framing I–V, Schenker makes it clear 
that the third-divider is a non-essential element; it may occur but is not absolutely necessary for a 
successful composing-out of the tonic triad.
13
  
 
                                                
13
 This is shown concretely in Figs. 14 and 15, 5a-b and 6a. Here Schenker omits  entirely in the 
composing-out of the Baßbrechung, showing how the bass can move directly from I to V 
preparation without the mediation of the third-divider. 
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Example 1.9: Figure 15 from Heinrich Schenker, Der freie Satz|Bd. III aus 
"Neue musikalische Theorien und Phantasien" ©1935 Universal Edition A.G., 
Wien/UE 6869. Reproduced from Free Composition. 
 
 
 
 
Example 1.10: Figure 113.2 from Heinrich Schenker, Der freie Satz|Bd. III aus 
"Neue musikalische Theorien und Phantasien" ©1935 Universal Edition A.G., 
Wien/UE 6869. Reproduced from Free Composition. 
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It presents additional analytical challenges if the normally minor III — in a major key — 
is chromatically altered to major. Schenker shows this quite clearly in Fig. 113.2, reproduced 
here in Ex. 1.10. In 2a, G , the third-divider’s chord third, is in direct conflict with G , the fifth-
divider’s chord prime. Schenker writes that “even so basic a progression as I–III
3
– V in major, 
and the same progression in minor with III
5
 and V
3
, brings about a conflict of chromatic tones” 
(91). The general discussion surrounding this figure suggests that chromatic conflict provides a 
means by which the composer can prolong the tension of certain middleground events. But even 
though this conflict is suggested, the essential unity of the perfect fifth must be maintained, and 
thus the means by which III  might create conflict is never fully explained. 
 
 
 
Example 1.11: The first movement of Haydn’s Piano Sonata in G Minor, Hob. XVI:44 
from Heinrich Schenker, “On Organicism in Sonata Form” (1926), trans. Ian Bent in The 
Masterwork in Music: A Yearbook, Vol. 2 (1926), ed. William Drabkin (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1996) ©Cambridge University Press, 1996. Reprinted with 
the permission of Cambridge University Press. 
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It is useful, then, to turn to a diagram in which Schenker pictures a complete piece with a 
strong middleground articulation of III.
14
 In “On Organicism in Sonata Form” (1926), Schenker 
analyzes the first movement of Haydn’s Piano Sonata in G Minor, Hob. XVI:44.
15
 Ex. 1.11 
reproduces two of his diagrams of the movement. Ex. 1.11a represents the background and 
lowest level of the middleground, while Ex. 1.11b provides a more detailed middleground 
analysis. Ex. 1.11a is to be understood entirely in G minor, while Ex. 1.11b shows III as the key 
of B  major and gives the attendant roman numerals. In Ex. 1.11a, the “first idea” (erster 
Gedanke), “second idea” (zweite Gedanke), “development” (Durchführung), and “recapitulation” 
(Wiederholung) are clearly marked, while Ex. 1.11b dispenses with them in favor of key areas 
and roman numerals. Even though the analysis makes no written mention of a third-divider or 
arpeggiation, this should not surprise us: this language does not develop until Free Composition, 
which this essay predates. The overall purpose of the essay is to show how the formal aspects of 
the sonata arise, not out of pre-imposed formal categories, but through the immanent logic of 
voice-leading. In this context, the Haydn sonata is analyzed to show how the zweite Gedanke in 
B  major arises out of and is subsumed within the contrapuntal and melodic logic of G minor. As 
is customary for Schenker, “melodic logic” here refers less to the surface melody than to the 
middleground counterpoint the surface elaborates. He writes that Haydn “did not know any 
theories of form as we know them; the new animation that he created was the product of his 
lively imagination. The Urlinie and bass arpeggiation ruled over him with an instinctive power, 
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 There are crucial differences between the Schenker of Free Composition and of this essay, but 
this is one of the few complete diagrams of a piece with a strongly articulated III. This piece is 
also in G minor, the same key as “Der Atlas.” 
 
15
 Heinrich Schenker, “On Organicism in Sonata Form” (1926), trans. Ian Bent in The 
Masterwork in Music: A Yearbook, Vol. 2 (1926), ed. William Drabkin (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1996), 23-31. 
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and from them he developed an ingenious capacity for creating tension across the whole of a 
work, as an entity” (24). Schenker views the creation of the sonata as an organic process ruled by 
the creative imagination and — as he writes mere sentences later — an “improvisatory impulse.” 
For Schenker, theories of form do not capture the organic underpinnings of the sonata. 
Returning to the idea that his references to melody refer not only to surface features, but 
also to the underlying counterpoint, Schenker writes that the ms. 1-12 can be heard not as the 
first subject and transition, but rather as an ascending register transfer from d
2
 to d
3
 (24). This 
register transfer establishes d
3
, , as the Kopfton from which the Urlinie will ultimately descend. 
After establishing D as the Kopfton, Schenker then suggests that the arpeggiation of F–B –D in 
B  major (III) is an embellishment of the initial G–B –D arpeggiation and is thus organically 
derived from it. Once again, unfortunately, this is not shown in either example. In Ex. 1.11a the 
Kopfton stands alone above I, III, and V. The Urlinie does not descend until after the long-term 
harmonic arpeggiation of the tonic triad has occurred. Ex. 1.11a thus suggests that we can hear 
ms. 1-52 as a single prolongation of the tonic triad. As Schenker is quick to point out, this runs 
contrary to the common notion of the different sections of the sonata exposition as being 
antagonistic to each other. In many theories of sonata form, the first and second ideas are 
presented as creating the basic conflict that informs the remainder of the movement. In Fichtean 
terms, they are “thesis” and “antithesis,“ antagonistic in the most basic sense, and the second 
idea is often presented as the opposite of the first idea in both content and function. It serves to 
move the piece away from the tonic, forcing it to go to some length to recover its tonal home. In 
Schenker’s interpretation, however, the different sections of the sonata are tied together, 
mutually reinforcing G minor rather than attempting to undermine it. 
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In Ex. 1.11a, III occurs in ms. 13, coinciding with the first instance of a strongly 
articulated B  major triad and the beginning of the zweiter Gedanke. It conforms to our sense of 
where this label should be placed — at the beginning of a new key area. III moves eventually to 
V, rather than coming back to I. Ex. 1.11a, then, presents the type of picture we might assume for 
a piece in G minor, with the proper placement of its attendant dividers, and where the 
background perfect fifth is divided into two thirds, G–B  and B –D. In the sonata, the dividing B  
is assumed coincides with the concrete imposition of the zweiter Gedanke. In Ex. 1.11b, in 
contrast, Schenker labels the key areas and juxtaposes their roman numerals below the score. The 
first and last sets of roman numerals pertain to G minor, while the second and middle set pertains 
to B  major. But despite this, Schenker still hears the two key areas as intimately related. Of 
perhaps the most importance for this relationship is the labeled I|III at ms. 20. In Ex. 1.11b, 
Schenker moves between the two primary key areas — G minor and B  major — by interpreting 
one triad using roman numerals from both keys. Thus I in G minor is also VI in B  major, while I 
in B  major is III in G minor. This creates a relationship between the two keys via harmonic 
reinterpretation. B  in ms. 20 is unlabeled in Ex. 1.11b; rather than merely adding additional 
roman numerals to those in Ex. 11a, Schenker changes the spacing of the underlying 
arpeggiation. Whereas Ex. 1.11a shows the third-divider occurring when the first strongly 
articulated B  major triad appears, Ex. 1.11b suggests that B  major begins when I in G minor is 
reinterpreted as VI in B  major. In Ex. 1.11b, B  major is not designated as III in G minor until 
ms. 20, seven measures after its designation as such in Ex. 1.11a. This is not to say that Schenker 
is wrong on either account, but it highlights the difficulty of assigning a determinate place for the 
third-divider. 
 34 
In Ex. 1.11b, Schenker chooses to suggest that B  major, as a discrete Stufe, begins its 
reign simultaneously with the concluding cadence in G minor, not in ms. 13, as indicated in Ex. 
1.11a. One might expect from a quick perusal of Ex. 1.11a that B  major as a separate Stufe 
would not begin until ms. 13, the moment when Ex. 1.11a indicates III and when the first B  
major triad of the piece occurs. But this is not what Schenker indicates in Ex. 1.11b. By 
suggesting that G minor begets and ultimately subsumes B  major, Schenker can concretely 
show that the zweiter Gedanke is not some opposing musical idea, but is conceived from and 
ultimately returns to G minor. If he had waited until the first B  major triad to indicate the 
modulation, this begetting of B  major by G minor would have been less concrete. Likewise, 
when he indicates that B  major eases the transition back to G minor as III in ms. 20, he assures 
us that its tonic status has been immediately and irretrievably revoked. Here we find the 
beginnings of the idea that the third-divider is always subordinate to the key-defining perfect 
fifth and can begin to see why Schenker changes the placement of III between Ex. 1.11a and 
1.11b. In Ex. 1.11a, he does not need to figure out a way to ensure B  major’s subordination to G 
minor and can thus indicate a third-divider at ms. 13. He does not need to find a mode of 
subordination because he does not indicate any change in key: I moves through III to V and then 
back to I. This, however, is not the case in Ex. 1.11b. By choosing to indicate different keys for 
the erster and zweiter Gedanke, he forces himself to create harmonic subordination. I moves to 
III and then back to I. Rather than hearing III imbedded within an arpeggiation from G to D, 
Schenker uses key areas to designate G minor’s return before the arrival of the fifth-divider 
(which in fact is the usual case). This is due to the fact that the fifth-divider here is not a separate 
key but rather an active chord in the key of G minor. This is the most common occurrence of the 
fifth-divider; it rarely occurs as its own separate key. The background fifth-divider usually 
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occurs with  in the Urlinie, at the very end of the movement. It is not given a measure number 
in either Ex. 1.11a or b. 
 
Example 1.12: “Der Atlas,” diagram à la “On Organicism in Sonata Form.” 
 
Schenker thus shows that the two keys form a single logical arpeggiation of the tonic G 
minor triad. But what if the third-divider could not be so easily subsumed within a long-range 
arpeggiation of I? Could we use Schenker’s modes of subordination (the ways in which he 
assures that III remains always under I’s trajectory) to analyze Atlas’s problematic move from G 
minor to B major? Ex. 1.12 imagines what a middleground diagram of “Der Atlas,” modeled 
after Schenker’s diagram of the Haydn G minor Sonata, might look like. In contrast to Ex. 1.11b, 
the roman-numeral reinterpretation in Ex. 1.12 appears untidy. While the practice of roman-
numeral reinterpretation is rather crude, it does illustrate one basic fact about the difference 
between “Der Atlas” and the Haydn sonata movement. In “Der Atlas,” B major cannot be easily 
heard as arising from the scale of G minor; there is no analogue in “Der Atlas” for the way in 
which Schenker reinterprets I in G minor as VI in B  major in the Haydn sonata movement. The 
precise moment in which he begins to label roman numerals in B  major in the Haydn sonata is 
5 5
^ ^
4 3 2 1
^ ^ ^ ^
I V I
G minor
II
7
VI
B major
V I V I V I V I
G minor
1 363016
I
6
VI
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never explicitly spelled out. We can only hear the full cadence on G minor as a full cadence on 
VI in B  major after B  major has been revealed as the new tonic. We do not hear this double 
meaning as it occurs, only assigning it a roman numeral post-cadentially. Likewise, in “Der 
Atlas,” G minor can only be heard as VI (if at all) after B major asserts itself in the second 
strophe. In Ex. 1.11b, it is difficult to hear the return of G minor at the moment Schenker 
indicates. Schenker’s diagram shows G minor as tonic prior to the dividing perfect fifth. This 
makes perfect musical sense, but goes against traditional pedagogy, and Schenker justly rails 
against “Die Theoretiker” for being unable to hear this fact.
16
 Schenker wants us to hear G 
minor’s return in ms. 29 because doing so marginalizes B  major and ensures some sense of 
theoretical continuity between Ex. 1.11a and 1.11b. In Ex. 1.12, this marginalization of B major 
fails to occur precisely because of the lack of a single underlying unfolding of the tonic G minor 
triad. In “Der Atlas,” hearing G minor’s return while the pitch content of B major still holds 
sway would be implausible. G minor returns as I only after B major begins to lose hold. But this, 
of course, means that we cannot follow Schenker and label B major as III  in ms. 30. This is the 
crux of the matter, for in order to keep create the same type of diagram we would have to label 
the transition from B major back to G minor, and thus from B major as I to B major as III, at ms. 
30. In order to hear B major in ms. 30 as III  in G minor, we would need to assume an 
underlying sense of G minor that has long since lapsed. In the Haydn sonata, Schenker can 
clearly still hear G minor as present and can thus justify the placement of the modulation. But it 
would be difficult to imagine him making a similar argument for “Der Atlas.” 
In “Der Atlas,” any use of register as a connection between the two keys is likewise 
difficult to hear. For Schenker, one of the ways that the Haydn sonata exhibits organic coherence 
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is through two middleground arpeggiations that both end on d
3
. Ms. 1-8, that is, constitute a 
middleground G–B –D arpeggiation, while ms. 12-17 form a middleground F–B –D 
arpeggiation, with both arpeggiations ending on the all important Kopfton, d
3
 (24). These two 
arpeggiations are linked both by their ultimate goal, d
3
, as well as their middle member, B . The 
only change, therefore, is from G to F. It would be hard, however, to posit a similar association 
between G minor and B major in “Der Atlas.” d
3
, as , governs the opening and closing sections, 
but unlike in the Haydn sonata, there is no underlying arpeggiation — or common Urlinie tone 
— in the middle section that similarly creates a bond. We cannot imagine d
3
 holding sway 
through the middle section of “Der Atlas.” Schenker hears long-term connections between the Ds 
that govern the opening and closing through the upper neighbor E . In addition to this long-term 
neighbor-note motion, each section exhibits, within its own tonal area, analogous motives. We 
hear the improvisatory impulse through the similarity of underlying motivic connections. In “Der 
Atlas,” as in the Haydn sonata, the opening D Kopfton is elaborated by upper-neighbor motion, 
in ms. 1-14. When D  replaces D , one imagines that the D–E –D upper neighbor-note motive 
will also move up a semitone to D –E–D . D  does indeed move to E in ms. 29, but this upper 
neighbor-note figure is incomplete. No D  emerges to create motivic similarity. Rather, a return 
to D  seems purposefully avoided. In ms. 29-30, the voice descends from E through C  to A  
before resolving up to B. The only D  in ms. 30 sounds low in the bass, clearly disconnected 
from the voice’s E. In ms. 31, D  sounds in the right hand of the piano, but as the root of a 
dissonant diminished seventh chord. In order to hear it as the fulfillment of upper-neighbor 
motion, one would need to ignore this dissonant context as well as relegate registral 
displacement to an inferior position. One doubts that Schenker would accept either compromise. 
The underlying potential connection is cut off, and making the case for the continuation of the 
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improvisatory impulse here would be difficult. The impulse is never realized; rather, its remnants 
are left as traces of the possibility of organic unification. 
In Schenker’s Haydn analysis, the outcome of the change from G minor to B  major is 
never in doubt; G minor will return in due course. Where we locate this return depends on the 
particular perspective we take on questions of underlying triadic arpeggiation. However, because 
B  major’s pitches are also those of G minor, little doubt is raised as to the identity of that 
underlying triadic arpeggiation. Schenker’s identification of other binding factors merely 
reinforces this sense of inevitable connection. As we have begun to suspect, however, “Der 
Atlas” creates a set of problems less easily resolved. Each of Schenker’s methods for 
demonstrating organic connections at the heart of the Haydn sonata movement encounter 
stumbling blocks in “Der Atlas.” B major cannot be subsumed within G minor in any of the ways 
that B  major can. It disfigures the underlying scale — and thus the pitches associated with the 
background — in a fundamental way. As we have seen, the two scales share nearly none of the 
same pitches. Ex. 1.12 was a problematic attempt to follow the procedure invoked to analyze the 
Haydn sonata movement. Ex. 1.13 provides a Schenkerian interpretation of “Der Atlas,” using 
techniques from Free Composition. Harald Krebs has published the only other Schenkerian 
diagram of “Der Atlas.”  He writes that it “ contains a prolongation of III  which is a member of 
a I–III–V arpeggiation. The arrival on V is preceded by VI. Note that the modulation to #iii# is 
prepared at the opening of the song by the emphasis on the dyad F –B  (=A ) — two of the 
pitches of the triad V/ III . The large scale bass progression G–B–E–D–G is presented in a 
microcosmic and diatonic form in the opening vocal line and in the bass in measures 43-44 — a 
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fine example of the preparation and summarization of a large progression.”
17
 We can see here 
that for Krebs this song is quite unremarkable, it is easily assimilated to his a priori theoretical 
viewpoint. But, at least for me, there is a sense of ambivalence inherent in the piece as to the 
identity of the third-divider. Is it B  or B ? In Ex. 1.13, B  occupies a position at the lowest level 
of the middleground, and as such it seems a good candidate for the third-divider. But B  likewise 
could be heard as the dividing third between G and D. Ex. 1.13 emphasizes this fact by using 
long stemmed notes for both, suggesting that both have the potential to become the third-divider, 
and that neither definitively is. 
 
 
 
Example 1.13: My Complete Schenkerian Diagram of “Der Atlas.” 
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Example 1.14a: Diagram 1 of “Der Atlas.” 
 
The problem with proving that either B  or B  is the true third-divider is illustrated in Ex. 
1.14a-c. These diagrams show both how the music actually unfolds, as well as how we might 
expect it to unfold if either B  or B  were to be named definitive third-divider. Our expectations 
for the song are shown using parentheses. Ex. 1.14a presents how we might expect the song to 
incorporate B  as the third-divider in an otherwise G minor Ursatz. Here the diagram moves to 
B  in ms. 20, as the song does, and goes on to suggest that one way the song could incorporate 
B  as a third-divider within the G minor Urstaz would be to have the upper voice continue down 
from B in ms. 20 through A somewhere near ms 35 to G somewhere near ms. 36, while the bass 
supported this descent by moving up to D and then leaping down to G. This would create a 
middleground G major descent and arpeggiation that could then easily be subsumed within the 
overarching G minor Ursatz. This G major descent, however, is problematic given the minor-
third descent from D through C  to B at ms. 20. The C  passing tone helps tonicize B major and 
diverges from the descent through G minor we might normally have expected to hear on the 
48!
IIII
V I
V I V I
^ ^^ ^^
5 4 3 2 1
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basis of the first strophe. It must emphasized, though, that Ex. 1.14a is how we expect the song 
might deal with B as a third-divider, not how the song actually unfolds. Ex. 1.14a provides a 
hypothetical blueprint to which we can now add details in order to concretely see just how 
problematic the identity of the third-divider actually is. Ex. 1.14b attempts to show how we 
might deal with the issue of C  by hearing two concrete and cadentially supported third descents, 
D–C –B and B–A–G. This of course is what Ex. 1.14a shows, but in Ex. 1.14b we see B 
prolonged and then later supported by a full cadence somewhere in the vicinity of ms. 31 or 32. 
We expect this full cadence to occur in the middle of the lower staff, with E supporting some 
kind of precadential harmony, moving up to F , supporting V, and then leaping down to B. The 
precadential E is perhaps the most important feature of the diagram; it does have a role to play in 
the actual song, just not this one. Ex. 1.14b shows how B could further solidify its status as the 
third-divider. Or at least, this is how we imagine it might occur. 
 
 
Example 1.14b: Diagram 2 of “Der Atlas.” 
 
48!
I III
V I
V I V I
5 4 3 2 1
^ ^ ^ ^ ^
 42 
In Ex. 1.14a and 1.14b we saw how we might expect the song to “deal with” B and 
cement its status as third-divider. Ex. 1.14c adds another layer to what we might expect, and 
moves forward as the song does to G in ms. 35. B continues to hold sway in the upper voice as 
we expected, but the bass descends from B through A to G. G in ms. 35 does not support a G 
major triad, but rather an E minor triad in 3
6 position. If we were to stop following the song at this 
point and once again attempt to think through how it might still definitively name B as the third-
divider, we might expect this G to move down to F , with E minor still functioning as a pre-
dominant. This pre-dominant would still discharge into a full cadence in B major. The full 
cadence, however, would now occur in a different register, but with the same consequence of 
firmly establishing a middleground trajectory that definitively runs through B as a third-divider. 
Ex. 1.14c retains the rest of the possibilities outlined in Ex. 1.14a but modifies Ex. 1.14b to 
account for how the song might actually get to our presumed full cadence in B major. The E 
minor chord in 3
6 position in ms. 35 occurs precisely where we might expect it to. In other words, 
this is the future we first imagined for the song, given its move to B major at ms. 20. 
 
 
Example 1.14c: Diagram 3 of “Der Atlas.” 
I III
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Example 1.15: “Der Atlas” background. 
 
Returning to Ex. 1.13, we can see that G at ms. 35 is the moment where our supposed B 
major trajectory starts to break down. Instead of moving from G down to F  and then leaping up 
to B, thus confirming our expectations, the bass moves up to A and then slides on up to B . In 
Ex. 1.13, we can clearly see that the treble B  holds sway above the entire bass descent from B 
through A to G in ms. 30-35. This of course means that the song is following the course we 
might imagine for it. But with this 3
6 above G, the trajectory that could confirm B as the third-
divider, and potentially move the song through the middleground G major arpeggiation we 
imagined for it, is no more. On the third beat of ms. 35 the voice moves from B  up through C  
to D , clearly assuming that B  is still the important pitch in play. At the exact same time, 
however, the bass slides from G through A to B  at ms. 36, clearly violating the piece’s assumed 
harmonic destination. B , in other words, replaces B  just at the moment we might finally expect 
to be able to definitively name it as the third-divider. We can clearly see this in the diagram, and 
the crucial moment is emphasized with an exclamation point. By replacing B  with B  at this 
precise moment, the song shows that there cannot be a definitive third-divider. The complete 
diagram in Ex. 1.13, far from reconciling the two potential third-dividers, shows the seams. B  
G minor: I I IV VIII#
1 7 20 36 38 39 42 43 47 48
V
7
II
6
5 4 3 2 1
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and B  create the tear in the fabric of the song that sends it into a tailspin back to G minor. The 
full cadence we imagined might occur in G major, coinciding with the completion of the 
middleground G major descent, now occurs convincingly in G minor. As we can clearly see, the 
full cadence in G minor coincides with movement in the upper voice from A to G. This is the 
descent we imagined might accompany a full cadence in G major. But we cannot hear it as the 
completion of a descent from B. Or if we do, then the descent is disconnected from the bass 
arpeggiation at the moment that B  returns. This further confirms our sense that both B  and B  
have some claim to third-divider status. But our imagined trajectory, the one that confirmed and 
assimilated B (as the third-divider) to the background G minor is never fulfilled. It is cut off right 
at the crucial moment, and this makes all the difference. 
The B major disruption, and its subsequent articulation of a potential G major, echoes 
Kramer’s suggestion that “in Schenkerian terms, this could be put as the quite un-Schenkerian 
proposition that romantic music customarily establishes foreground and middleground structures 
that are detached from the composing-out of a background.”
18
 As we can see in Ex. 1.13, the 
middleground articulation of B major is seemingly disconnected from the composing-out of G 
minor. When G minor returns in the bass and the D Kopfton is reasserted in the upper voice, it is 
almost as if the middle section is unrelated to the song’s ending The song closes quite 
conventionally, at least from a middleground/background perspective, with a descent from D 
through C in ms. 40 to B  in ms. 41. As holds B  sway in ms. 42-46; even though the musical 
surface alternates between B  and A, we only definitively arrive at  at ms. 47, as Atlas sings 
“Welt.” The world, as we know, weighs heavily on Atlas shoulders, just as  weighs heavily on 
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the descent and pushes the Urlinie down to . We thus have to hear  in ms. 48, even though we 
have been hearing the leap from B  down to G (in ms. 41, 43, and 46) as maintaining . This 
hearing of  as arriving in ms. 48 is confirmed when ms. 49 emphasizes G, and the 
Gesangstimme arpeggiates up through a G minor triad, ensuring the tonic triad is fully 
established. This descent is fully supported with straightforward I–V–I support in the bass, 
closing the Baßbrechung with a full cadence on G at ms. 48. Ex. 1.15 illustrates this by showing 
just the first level of the middleground and the background for “Der Atlas.” B major seemingly 
disrupts the trajectory of a normative G minor middleground, temporarily calling it into question 
as the piece’s overarching tonic. In Ex. 1.13, the underlying voice-leading structure and 
middleground motivic connections are both fragmented by the arrival of B major. In Ex. 1.15, B  
in the bass supports D  in the upper voice, but, crucially, not as an upper neighbor to the Ds that 
bookend it. The B –D  major third is detached from its G minor surroundings. 
B ’s return in ms. 36 in the bass sets off a strong and very conventional cadence in G 
minor. Ex. 1.16 shows the underlying harmonies in ms. 36-39. This strong, conventional 
cadential motion is in many ways quite the opposite of any type of harmonic motion we have 
experienced before. Prior to these measures, the song never prolongs the pre-dominant, 
dominant, and tonic chords for a full measure each. In Ex. 1.13, this moment is shown using 
stemmed notes, with B  moving through C to D before falling to G. Indeed, Ex. 1.13 suggests 
that this is the end of the middleground bass arpeggiation and that from ms. 39 to the end of the 
piece this cadence is re-enacted over and over again in an attempt to constantly reinforce G 
minor’s tonic status. These repeated cadences are further evidence — if any further evidence is 
needed — that G minor is far from the absolutely secure space one might suppose. There is a 
sense of compulsion to this repeated bassline, as though G minor must prove itself worthy. By 
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illustrating that the middleground bass arpeggiation ends in ms. 39, the diagram reinforces the 
sense that B , and thus G minor, returns at precisely the moment one might expect confirmation 
of an ultimate G major tonic. The placement of this cadence, and its conventionality, both 
emphasize the fact that B major presents a danger to G minor’s global tonic status. The piece 
forcefully detaches B major from its composing-out of the background, before obsessively 
reinforcing G minor. From a Schenkerian perspective, there is an irreducible ambivalence 
between B  at ms. 20 (ultimately supporting III  at ms. 22) and B  (I
6
) at ms. 36. G minor’s 
forceful return, and the music’s subsequent cadence, sets this effect into sharp relief. Both B  and 
B  have legitimate claims to third-divider status. This tension is irresolvable and ensures conflict 
at the very base of the piece. 
 
Example 1.16: Underlying harmony in “Der Atlas” ms. 36-39. 
 
Due to our ambivalence about the B /B  dichotomy, there exists the potential to hear a G–
B –D bass arpeggiation at the lowest layer of the middleground (as we have seen in Ex. 1.14). 
This arpeggiation, though, is inconsistent with the background descent through B . And, as 
shown throughout Ex. 1.13 and 1.14, this harmonic conflict is never satisfactorily resolved, nor 
can it be. Despite the fact that B  steps in for B  in ms. 36, B  is strongly enough articulated to 
ensure that we could hear the D in ms. 38 as completing a middleground G– B –D arpeggiation, 
36 37 38 39
I
6
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6
5
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rather than a background G–B –D–G. There is no sense that either interpretation is absolutely 
correct. However, both illustrate the fact that B  is a disruptive force within the composing-out of 
the tonic triad. And because of the song’s seeming inability to completely replace B  with B , we 
can hear this fundamental tension as unresolved. It ensures that our sense of B major’s non-
assimilation remains strongly rooted in a basic conflict between the composing-out of two 
competing triads. The Schenkerian perspective on the placement of the third-divider enables this 
complicated hearing of Atlas’s harmonic underpinnings. The ambiguity about its placement 
opens up an analytical space in which to hear B major’s non-assimilation as ultimately ennobling 
of the song’s complex harmonic profile. 
 
 
 
 
III  Der Atlas 
 
B major’s non-assimilation is but one factor suggesting that Atlas is a fragmented subject. 
Indeed, his fragmented nature lends weight to the importance of hearing B major’s non-
assimilation as structurally significant rather than as a mere anomaly. The poem begins with a 
statement: “I, unblissful Atlas.” In Greek mythology, Atlas is forced — as punishment for siding 
against the Gods — to stand at the edge of the earth and support the sky. He is a Titan, 
descended from the Olympian Gods. One of course hesitates to suggest that the Atlas of the 
poem is the Atlas of Greek mythology. We sense that he’s human, or at least more human than 
divine. At the opening of the poem Atlas is clearly conflicted, though we don’t yet know why. 
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The vocal line in ms. 5-6 goes beyond merely expressing or representing this unhappiness to 
suggest a powerful anger behind his misery. Instead of emphasizing “ich” in the first two 
measures of the Gesangstimme, the music places all of the rhythmic stress on “un” on the 
downbeat of ms. 5, strongly articulating the negative particle. “Un” occurs on G, the tonic, on the 
first, strongest beat of the measure and is held for what seems like an eternity — a double-dotted 
quarter note. In ms. 5, the Gesangstimme leaps quickly up to B  on the last sixteenth note of the 
measure before dropping down, across the barline, to F  at ms. 6. Atlas thus emphasizes his own 
name, putting stress on the “At” of “Atlas,” on the first beat of the second measure of a four-bar 
phrase. In a normal triple-meter measure, the first beat receives the most amount of stress. In a 
normal four-bar phrase, however, the downbeat of the second measure receives the least amount 
of stress. “Atlas” therefore falls on the stressed beat of an unstressed measure. The dissonant leap 
— down a diminished fourth from B  to F  — across the barline further ensures that we hear this 
emphatic statement of his name. But even more importantly, because his name occurs at the end 
of the poetic line and in a relatively unstressed part of the phrase, we know that it, his misery, is 
the true focal point of his existence. 
We have heard a move to F  before: ms. 1-2 and 2-3 present it as a strongly accented 
lower neighbor to G in the left hand of the piano accompaniment. In Schenkerian terms, ms. 1-4 
are all an expansion of I. In ms. 1-4, we hear F  as a surface disturbance in G minor, a dissonance 
subsumed into and subordinated to consonance. Here the left hand’s F s substitute for Gs in an 
otherwise sustained G–B –D tonic. On the first two beats of ms. 2 and 3, a lower neighbor F  is 
heard together with B  and D. It ripples the expanding tonic triad, and while we still hear tonic 
holding sway, we now hear a literal note of instability within this expansion. In ms. 2 and 3, or 
Ex. 1.17a, the harmony remains G minor, with F  as an accented lower neighbor to the Gs that 
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surround it. While F  on the downbeat of both ms. 2 and 3 immediately resolves to G on the 
second beat, we can also hear a larger lower-neighbor motion from G in ms. 1 through the F s in 
ms. 2 and 3 to G in ms. 4. Ms. 1-4 are thus grouped into a single entity, as a single expansion of 
the G minor tonic triad. 
 
 
Example 1.17a: Underlying harmonies in “Der Atlas” ms. 1-4. 
 
 
Example 1.17b: “Der Atlas” ms. 5-8 (annotated). 
 
Once Atlas enters in ms. 5, the situation becomes more complicated. Ex. 1.17b shows ms. 
5-8 with the hypermeter indicated by double lines below the score and adds roman numerals to 
1 2 3 4
G minor: I
Ich
5
un glück sel’ ger
6
At las, ich
7
un glück sel’ ger
8
At las!- -- - - -
I V
6
5 I V
6
5G minor:
.....
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show the underlying harmonies. In ms. 6 and 8, the lower neighbor F  coincides with a change of 
harmony: although the right hand continues to sustain D as a common tone, the inner voices 
change to A and C, forming a conventional V5
6 above F  in ms. 6 and 8. This change in harmony 
enhances our hearing of Atlas’s underlying tension. Instead of being a mere a ripple on the 
surface of G minor, as it was in ms. 2, the tension of V5
6 points to a much deeper disturbance and 
changes how we hear the lower neighbor F . Ms. 7-8 are a near verbatim repetition of ms. 5-6. 
The fact that we hear these measures as a repetition is important. If we were inclined, we could 
hear F  in ms. 6 and 8 as a complete lower neighbor to G in ms. 7 and some mentally supplied G 
in ms. 9 (not shown in Ex. 1.17b). But the music is not grouped that way. One would need to 
ignore the strong intuition (due to the near repetition) that these are two-measure groupings, in 
which the bass G moves to its lower neighbor F . The exact repetition of the text certainly 
contributes to the two-measure grouping. Also — and in direct contrast to ms. 1-4 — ms. 6 and 8 
embody distinct, discrete harmonies. We hear repeated motions from G to F , but F  does not 
resolve back to G, and the rest on the third beat of both ms. 6 and 8 ensures that we actually hear 
this break. Although G follows in the bass in ms. 7 (and again in ms. 9), F  does not move to it. It 
is, most emphatically, an incomplete lower neighbor. In ms. 1-4, on the other hand, F  does 
resolve to G, in both ms. 2 and ms. 3 and over the course of the phrase as a whole. G bookends 
F  in ms. 1-4; in ms. 5-8, in contrast, G moves twice down to F , but crucially F  does not move 
back up to G. The music restarts in both ms. 5 and 7, and Atlas repeats himself. This difference 
— the change in the harmony surrounding F  — highlights the fact that there are new dimensions 
of meaning to F . F  now forms the end of a group, rather than being subsumed within one. 
Indeed, F  is now fully heard as unresolved, disrupted, and disruptive. As soon as he begins to 
sing, we sense Atlas’s frustration; he is unable to return F  to G, leaving him with an incomplete 
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lower-neighbor motion in which the lower neighbor F  receives more rhetorical emphasis than G. 
Though he cannot seem to articulate it as such, this burden leaves him needing to start over in 
ms. 7 and 9. The decrescendo extending from beat 1 to beat 2 of both ms. 6 and ms. 8 almost 
gives the sense that the line fades away. Indeed, we might expect him to repeat himself again in 
ms. 9 and 10, but this is not the case. The G we imagined might return in the bass in ms. 9 is 
conspicuously absent. Both the bass and Gesangstimme leap from the anacrustic D up to B . This 
insures that we hear F  in ms. 8 as unresolved; there is no G to return to. Atlas’s voice seems to 
die off after each articulation of his own name, seemingly needing to restart. In ms. 7-8 he 
decides to repeat his own unhappy name, but since this clearly poses no resolution to the 
problem, he move on to a new idea in ms. 9. 
For many, one way to harmonically account for Atlas’s move to F  underneath the 
prevailing G minor triad in ms. 2 and 3 would be to suggest that it creates a “promissory note.” 
In “Schubert’s Promissory Note: An Exercise in Musical Hermeneutics” (1982), Edward T. Cone 
writes that “normally, in the music of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, promissory 
status is demanded, or at least requested, by a note — or more accurately, though less 
paronomastically, an entire chord — that has been blocked from proceeding to an indicated 
resolution, and whose thwarted condition is underlined both by rhythmic emphasis and relative 
isolation.”
19
 Such a note is left unresolved in its immediate context, but is ultimately completed 
in the harmonic future. In its immediate context, then, it provides a means of tension and of 
looking forward to some not yet realized harmonic event. For Cone, such moments are 
characterized by the fact that they promise an immediate harmonic resolution that is not fulfilled.  
Indeed, he writes that “the combination of emphasis and separation draws special attention to the 
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unresolved chord and enables it to establish its influence so powerfully that it seems to require 
later attention, the most obvious form of which is a prominent resolution so stated as to remind 
the acute listener to its connection with the promissory chord” (236). To summarize, then, this F  
demands that the song return to it and resolve its tension as a condition for obtaining closure. The 
song must return to this note (or chord) in such a way as to draw attention to the fact that it is 
now resolving what had previously been left unresolved. But do we hear F  as pointing — and 
ultimately resolving — to a chord completely outside of its local tonal context? Are we obliged 
to hear F ’s potential as that of  in B major? This would be to argue that B major is set up from 
the very beginning of the piece as a viable secondary key. We would need to be able to hear F  as 
the root of V in B major as opposed to a disturbing leading tone to the Gs which surround it. In 
addition, we would need to hear the B  that sounds together with F  enharmonically as A . But 
because B  is sustained into ms. 2 from ms. 1, where it unambiguously forms the chord third in 
G minor, there is no context in the opening measures to hear B , even potentially, as A . To hear 
F  as a promissory note is to hear from an assimilative perspective: it would mean using F  to 
show that B major is indeed a logical extension of the opening material. But this is certainly not 
how the music indicates we should hear F . In the final measures of the song, F  once again 
disturbs the surface texture in a near exact repetition of ms. 1-4. Its responsibility has not been 
discharged, and B major does not resolve its destabilizing effect. 
In addition to creating a sense of underlying, unresolved tension, ms. 5-8 establish a 
sense of large-scale meter. We hear ms. 5 as a downbeat; the voice enters for the first time with 
an anacrusis figure — D to G — that emphasizes the first beat of ms. 5. Indeed, hearing ms. 5 as 
a downbeat makes perfect sense, since it initiates the second four-bar grouping. Ms. 9, likewise, 
is easily heard as a downbeat. The voice leaps a minor sixth (rather than the accustomed perfect 
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fourth) from an anacrustic D to B , and the text changes. This confirms our sense of four-bar 
grouping, with the half note in the bass providing a further parallel between the ms. 5 and 9. 
Where ms. 1-4 do not provide a concrete sense of hypermeter (although they retrospectively 
conform to our sense that four-bar phrases constitute metric for the song), ms. 5-9 explicitly 
espouse the four-bar grouping as normative. Ms. 1-4 make up a single undivided four-bar phrase, 
with few hypermetrical signals. Indeed, ms. 2 and 3 receive the most emphasis, with the stressed 
lower neighbor F  on each downbeat. But since the piece begins in ms. 1, we are inclined to hear 
it as the hypermetrical downbeat, a hearing confirmed when the downbeat at ms. 5 is also heard 
as a big downbeat. The downbeat at ms. 5, when heard as a hypermetrical downbeat, creates the 
possibility of a four-bar grouping, which is confirmed when we arrive at the downbeat at ms. 9. 
With salient downbeats at ms. 1, 5, and 9, we hear the first eight measures falling into two four-
bar hypermeasures, as per our suspicions. We then expect that ms. 9-12 will likewise conform to 
the four-bar template, and it does. It is ms. 12-15, rather, that provide the hypermetrical 
conundrum. Ex. 1.18 shows ms. 9-15 with hypermetrical beats indicated above the score. In ms. 
9-12, the piece continues to show a strong sense that ms. 13 should provide the next 
hypermetrical downbeat. The full cadence across the barline in ms. 11-12 suggests beat 3 and 4 
of a four-bar hypermeasure, and we are set up to continue in this vein. However, instead of 
pausing and then beginning again, Atlas carries on, leaping from G up to E  from beat 2 to beat 3 
of ms. 12.. We have heard this leap before, from ms. 9-10, or beats 1 and 2 of the previous 
hypermeasure. He even sings the same words, “die ganze Welt.” Ms. 13 and 14, then, map onto 
ms. 11 and 12, creating two measures of cadential extension. The disruption to the hypermeter is 
therefore minimal (though not trivial). It involves no disruption of the normal alteration of strong 
and weak downbeats. 
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Example 1.18: Hypermeter in “Der Atlas” ms. 9-15. 
 
 
Example 1.19: Text deletion in “Der Atlas.” 
 
Atlas’s compulsive near-repetition of text is suggestive. Ex. 1.19 illustrates how Atlas 
removes both “eine Welt” and “der Schmerzen” from this textual repetition. By deleting “der 
Schmerzen,” he emphasizes the heaviness of his burden, while leaving out its emotional heft, as 
though he wished to elide the reasons for his emotional condition. The musical and metrical 
emphasis is also radically changed during this repetition. We can map the hypermetrical beat 3 at 
ms. 11 onto ms. 13; both the pitch sung in the Gesangstimme and the harmony played by the 
ei ne
9
Welt, die
10
gan ze Welt der
11
Schmer zen muss ich
12
tra gen, die gan ze- - - - -
13
Welt muss ich
14
tra gen,
15
-
Hypermetric beats: 1 2 3 4
3 4 ?
.....
.....
 
“eine Welt, die ganze Welt der Schmerzen muss ich tragen” 
 
 
  
  
“                , die ganze Welt der Schmerzen muss ich tragen” 
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piano are exactly the same. However — crucially — the word is different: whereas ms. 11 
emphasized “Schmerzen,” ms. 13 stresses “Welt.” The deleted stepwise motion from E  down 
through D to C and then through B  to A in ms. 10-11 places further stress on “Welt,” since the 
voice leaps down an diminished fifth from E  in ms. 12 across the barline to A in ms. 13. In ms. 
10-11, the harshness of the diminished fifth is lessened by the filling-in via stepwise motion, but 
here, in ms. 12-13, the diminished fifth sounds by itself and is full of tension. The deletion of 
stepwise motion from E  to A does, however, play a positive role in the hypermeter: it extends it. 
The piece then proceeds as we might expect, leaping from A up to D from beats 2 to 3 of ms. 13 
and then moving down to B  and then to G. Because this is exactly the same thing that happened 
in ms. 12, the downbeat of ms. 13 is easily heard as beat 4. The full cadence across the barline 
from ms. 13 into ms. 14 further enhances our sense that these are hypermetrical beats 3 and 4. 
Ms. 15, though, interrupts the normative hypermeter, creating a caesura. It is quite an effect, 
somehow seeming to embody the entirety of the opening four measures. It is also disconcerting; 
we certainly do not expect the opening G–F –G lower neighbor-note figure to return after Atlas 
has proclaimed his predicament. It provides a moment of respite before Atlas shifts out of G 
minor and into B major, but in this music even the respites are disquieting. 
Atlas’s repetition in ms. 9-14 is not the first time he has repeated himself. In ms. 5-8, 
Atlas repeats himself in the process of creating the aforementioned four-measure grouping. The 
“unnecessary” repetition of “Ich unglücksel’ger Atlas” creates what Lawrence Kramer terms a 
“mental stammer.”
20
 Atlas cannot but repeat his own unhappy name. The impediment becomes 
more pronounced in ms. 9-15 and benefits from an investigation using Kramer’s discussion of 
what he terms “romantic repetition.” 
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In a work with this structural rhythm — we can call it Romantic repetition — the 
“unnecessary” repetition of a phrase, a gesture, a narrative unit, a sectional unit, 
or the like, has the status of a mental stammer, a sign that the normal operations of 
consciousness have been thwarted. Potentially uncontrollable, this stammer 
cannot be cured by letting it run its course or resolving it into other material. It 
has to be thwarted itself, decisively, by the arbitrary intrusion of a new structural 
element. As my language suggests, the feeling carried by this Romantic repetition 
usually involves distress, disturbance, or turbulence. The state of mind evoked has 
overtones of abnormality, particularly of obsessiveness, and the release that 
follows the abrupt curtailment of repetition has a cathartic or therapeutic quality. 
(27) 
 
One can immediately hear that Atlas exhibits many of the qualities that Kramer describes. Atlas 
is clearly distressed, obsessed with his own unhappiness. His near repetition of ms. 11-12 in ms. 
13-14 suggests fixation and a lack of development. When Atlas impulsively jumps from G up to 
E  in ms. 12 and begins the near-repetition, we can hear that what might be deemed “normal 
operations of consciousness” have somehow been altered. Instead of responding to the revelation 
that it is a world of pain that weighs on his shoulders, he feels the need to try to revise his 
previous statement. This suggests that Atlas is uncomfortable with his own emotional state, and 
that thus he is fighting himself. In Atlas’s repetition of “Ich unglücksel’ger Atlas” the sense of 
abnormality is distant; the hypermeter is unaltered, and we get the sense that Atlas merely wants 
to ensure that we know that he’s unhappy. This is not the case in ms. 9-14. When Atlas repeats 
himself this time, we hear it as a compulsive attempt to rewrite his story. In ms. 9-12, Atlas gives 
us a glimpse into the reasons for his unhappiness — he tells us that he must bear a whole world 
of pain. The fact that he deletes “der Schmerzen” from his compulsive repetition of the line 
suggests that he wishes us to think that he merely bears “die ganze Welt” on his shoulders. 
However, like so many attempts at denial, this one is hastily undertaken. He seems unable to stop 
himself from trying to revise his previous statement. It is not a measured response to a false 
statement — one can imagine that this might not result in hypermetrical extension — but is 
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rather evidence of that a world of pain weighs as much as the world he supposedly bears on his 
shoulders. This is not a particularly radical move, since hypermetrical extension is not 
uncommon. But coupled with the change in emphasis — from “Schmerzen” to “Welt” — it helps 
us to hear the distress lurking underneath Atlas’s gruff exterior. 
This sense of distress is further heightened by the deletion of stepwise motion from the 
Gesangstimme. This craggy movement moves (more or less) via fourths and fifths, mirroring the 
anxiously disjunct motion in the bass. This motion — from E  to A, then from D to G — is 
strongly cadential, but it is also largely mechanical; the bass proceeds pedantically around the 
“circle of fifths,” not unlike an uninspired four-part harmony exercise. This heightens our sense 
that Atlas is performing the near repetition of this line as a mechanical attempt at diversion. 
Indeed, this further confirms our sense that this first strophe is an outburst, a performative 
utterance directed outward and intended for some unknown audience. If he were not saying these 
lines aloud, why repeat “Ich unglücksel’ger Atlas?” His “romantic” repetition is designed to 
ensure that we know that he is unhappy. The deletion of stepwise motion from E  and A — as 
heard in ms. 10-11 — creates a vocal line that is devoid of smooth connections (though that’s 
hardly unusual in this respect). We can hear this as evidence of Atlas’s compulsive nature; his 
repetition is too hastily undertaken for the necessary stepwise connections to be made. This 
disjunct melodic motion does, however, seemingly embed G minor as tonic, with each leap from 
D down to G (support by V–I motion in the surrounding harmony) aiding the effort. But despite 
this potentially strong support, Atlas seems to insist on the tonic, and in doing so the tonic 
remains fragile and insecure — musically nervous. To be genuinely secure, it would have to be 
subject to reason and would need to be affirmed. It would need to be developed and supported 
logically and with a bit more protraction than it receives in ms. 9-14. 
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Example 1.20: “Der Atlas” ms. 22-39 (annotated). 
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3 3 3
23
Du stolz es
3 3 3
24
Herz, du
3 3 3
25
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3 3 3
- -
26
wollt,
3 3 3
27
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3 3 3
28
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3 3 3
29
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3 3 3
- - - -
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
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3 3 3
31
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3
3 3 3
33
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35
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36
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3 3 3
37
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3 3 3
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e
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......
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4
2
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caesura
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As we know by now, the tonal center does not remain unchanged for very long. Up until 
this point, however, I have been concentrating almost exclusively on the way in which B major 
interrupts and potentially adjusts “Der Atlas’s” harmonic trajectory. However, the B major 
section itself bears more investigation, especially in terms of the ways in which the 
Gesangstimme and piano accompaniment interact and with an ear towards “romantic repetition.”  
In ms. 22, a more conventional accompanimental figure replaces the storm of tremolos. When 
compared to the accompanimental figuration of the first strophe, this new accompanimental 
texture sounds relatively normal. But as the song has established the right hand tremolo as 
normative up until this point, this new, “conventional” accompaniment strikes the ear. Because 
of the dramatic change in texture, we hear the downbeat of ms. 22 as a large-scale downbeat. We 
can continue to assume four-bar hypermeasures starting with ms. 22. Indeed, this makes a great 
deal of sense, since ms. 26-29 are an exact replica (in the piano at least) of ms. 22-25. All of this 
establishes both ms. 22 and ms. 26 as hypermetrical downbeats. Unlike the first strophe, 
however, the Gesangstimme does not follow along with the bass. It begins with a three-note 
anacrusis to the third downbeat in the hypermeasure. The formal description for this type of 
phrase/meter interaction is “out of phase.” Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff explain that “if a 
group begins on a beat weaker than the strongest beat in the group (that is if it begins on an 
upbeat), then the grouping and metrical structures are out of phase — that is, the grouping 
boundaries cut across the periodicity of the metrical grid.”
21
 But there is more to the 
phrasing/hypermeter relationship in ms. 22-30. Under their definition, any phrase that begins 
with an upbeat is out of phase, including every phrase in the song thus far. The difference 
between the phrasing in the first and second strophe, however, is one of kind rather than degree. 
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Indeed, the phrasing in the second strophe is out of phrase in a way that isn’t present in the first 
strophe. In the second strophe, the Gesangstimme begins not just on an upbeat, as an anacrusis 
like in the first strophe, but in the middle (the anacrusis to the downbeat of the third downbeat of 
the hypermeasure) of the underlying hypermeasure. It thus cuts across the periodicity of the four-
bar hypermeter. Ex. 1.20 uses slurs to indicate the phrasing, double barlines to indicate 
hypermetrical downbeats, and numbers between the piano staves to designate beats within 
hypermeasures. Prior to ms. 22, the bass and Gesangstimme are bound together; even Atlas’s 
compulsive repetition cannot break this bond. In the second strophe, however, the music easily 
slips out of phase. The Gesangstimme and piano are carefully coordinated to create this effect. 
Indeed, the repetition of “unendlich elend,” along with its attendant piano accompaniment, 
creates an expanded hypermeasure from ms. 30 until ms. 35, with hypermetrical beats 2 and 3 
repeated. This, in turn, helps steer the music back into phase, where the metrical grid and phrase 
groupings align. The piece is out of phase until ms. 36. The caesura in ms. 34-35 couples with 
the expanded hypermeter to concretely set the piece back into phase. A caesura suggests that the 
song pauses here for a moment and then begins again with the anacrusis to ms. 36; the 
Gesangstimme pauses, and we hear Atlas taking a breath. This is of course where the transition 
back to G minor occurs, a rather important moment by any account. 
As the B major section begins, Atlas sings “Du stolzes Herz, du hast es ja gewollt,” 
emphasizing “du” in near direct contrast to the G minor section’s emphasis on “Ich.” This new 
emphasis on “du” ensures that we hear “Der Atlas” as a lyric utterance. Hugo Walter suggests 
that the moment when the “Ich” turns and addresses the “Du” can be understood as 
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apostrophic.
22
 He writes that “the apostrophic moment constitutes a moment of self-revelation, or 
epiphany, of the ‘Ich’ in the poem which is initiated by an address of a definite object, a ‘Du,’ by 
the ‘Ich.’ The apostrophic moment develops from a textual instant of emotional, intellectual, or 
psychological reciprocity between the ‘Ich’ and the ‘Du’” (1). Atlas’s turn inward qualifies as 
such a moment. We can hear the move to B major, in particular, as an inward turn, albeit a 
misformed one. From a Schenkerian perspective, the third-divider comes from within the tonic’s 
Stufe, as an expression of the tonic triad at the first layer of the middleground. We can conceive 
of the third-divider as coming from inside the tonic’s Stufe, as a turn inward to investigate the 
possibilities inherent in the Stufe itself. The third-divider is thus, in a certain sense, “inside” the 
tonic. B major embodies the paradox of being a potential turn inward, due to the replacement of 
“Ich” with “Du,” as well as its status as potential third-divider, while at the same time turning 
away from the pitch content of G minor’s Stufe. We thus hear the paradox of this particular turn 
inward before Atlas makes it explicit in his text. The “Du” of “Der Atlas” is not the traditional 
“Du” of the lyric genre. It is a malformed “Du,” whose identity we know and recognize as being 
part of Atlas himself — his own heart. The “Du” is thus a part of the “Ich.” In many lyric poems, 
the identity of the “du” is not made explicit; it may be inferred, but is not known. In “Der Atlas,” 
we immediately know the identity of the explicitly named “Du” — it is Atlas himself. 
For Adorno, “the ‘I’ whose voice is heard in the lyric is an ‘I’ that defines and expresses 
itself as something opposed to the collective, to objectivity; it is not immediately at one with the 
nature to which its expression refers. It has lost it, as it were, and attempts to restore it through 
                                                
22
 Hugo Walter, The Apostrophic Moment in Nineteenth and Twentieth Century German Lyric 
Poetry (New York: Peter Lang, 1989), 1-6. 
 62 
animation, through immersion in the ‘I’ itself.”
23
 The lyric “I,” then, is the lost subjective 
impulse, which is opposed to the collective, objective “Du.” The tension in this opposition is 
palpable, as the “I” seeks to recover its subjectivity through an obsession with itself. While the 
explicit “Du” refers to Atlas himself, we can also hear an unspoken “Du” in the first section of 
the poem. This is the collective “Du,” the world at large to whom Atlas tells of his unhappiness. 
This “du” returns in the third strophe and supplants the explicit “Du” of the second. The fact that 
the collective “Du” returns suggests that the “I,” which has attempted to regain its oneness with 
nature through the investigation of its own heart, and thus also of B major, has failed to do so 
and remains divided from the collective. That this return to the objective “Du” coincides with the 
dissolution of B major is no coincidence, for neither the subjective nor the objective “Du” can be 
assimilated. B major is defined in opposition to the collective implicit “Du” of G minor. It is an 
anomalous harmony animated and made a part of an unrealized harmonic future. 
The most striking turn in “Der Atlas” occurs in the final lines of the second strophe, when 
he sings “Du wolltest glücklich seyn, unendlich glücklich, oder unendlich elend, stolzes Herz, 
und jetzso bist du elend.” He tells us that his heart wanted to be either infinitely happy or 
infinitely miserable and that now he is infinitely miserable. These two opposites, happiness and 
misery, are articulated in such a way as to suggest that happiness is a completely untenable 
position. As soon as the idea of happiness appears, the music immediately and decisively turns in 
the other direction. Happiness and misery are anomalous to each other and Atlas insures that we 
cannot assimilate the two. He places the desire to be happy on the explicit “Du,” and does the 
same with the desire to be miserable. In beginning of the second strophe, in B major, Atlas is 
berating his heart for its arrogance, both for wanting to be happy, and for aspiring to be infinitely 
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so. The musical image that the desire for happiness assumes, for Atlas, is explicitly in B major. 
In ms. 28-30, the Gesangstimme uses pitches that can only be part of B major — C  and, more 
importantly, D . The word “glücklich” is always sung falling from C  to B in both ms. 28 and 30 
as part of an underlying B–C –B upper neighbor figure. In ms. 28, “glücklich” occurs all within 
the first beat, while in ms. 30 it takes the first two beats. Nonetheless, B is preceded, in both 
cases, by its diatonic (if B is assumed as tonic) upper neighbor. D , while sounding in the upper 
hand of the piano in ms. 28 and 30, occurs only as the eighth-note anacrusis to ms. 29. But 
despite its brevity, we hear the entire subphrase as being in B major. But it is not just B major 
that provides this musical image of the desire for happiness, or at least it’s not the whole story. 
B, as a tonic of either B minor or B major, is not to be assumed as the place where happiness 
might occur for Atlas. Otherwise, how could we understand the fact that the song modulates to B 
before the end of the first strophe. There is no musical space that is unequivocally happy for 
Atlas, and therefore we hear him berating his own heart for its desires rather than finding solace 
in an unattainable musical space of infinite happiness. 
Although we have known of Atlas’s misery from early in the first strophe, when he tells 
his heart that “jetzso bist du elend,” we know that the explicit “Du” is indeed part of the “I” — 
Atlas is the one who’s miserable. Musically, these lines begin to turn away from B major. In ms. 
32-33, the upper-neighbor B –C –B  motion that has heretofore characterized the Gesangstimme 
flattens out into B –C –B . Once again Atlas stammers as he repeats “unendlich elend” in ms. 
33-34. This stammer gives us a glimpse into Atlas’s inner thoughts — we hear him obsessing 
over his own misery. This is the first time that any text of the second strophe is repeated. This 
repetition coincides with a potential G major descent, one that is strangely supported but remains 
possible at this moment. Atlas seems to be giving up on the option of B major as a third-divider 
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without having a viable alternative in place. The foreground descents from B through A to G 
(which occur twice) in ms. 30-34, occur under the umbrella of the larger B–A–G bass descent in 
ms. 30-35 we identified as the crux of the matter for the concrete identification of the third-
divider (see Ex. 1.14). The Gs in both ms. 32 and 34 are supported by E minor harmony; the 
exact chord that we ultimately come to hear as the pre-dominant of a B major middleground 
trajectory that is never fulfilled. But more importantly, the projected G major middleground 
descent is a chimera, a figment of an alternative possibility rather than the real thing. The 
repetition “unendlich elend” — with its accompanying B –A–G descent — results in an 
expanded hypermeasure with beats 2 and 3 repeated, as indicated in Ex. 1.20 and discussed 
above. This “unnecessary” repetition, however, is unlike those heard previously. In ms. 12-14, 
the repetition of the line creates crushes the music together and results in a tensing effect. Here, 
however, the repetition of the line is expansive, clearly reveling in the ironic reversal. The 
heartwrenching B –C –B  upper neighbor is repeated as a musical trope of his pain. This 
expansive gesture serves to underscore the importance of Atlas’s turning away from B major. 
Despite the paradoxical effect of a potential G major descent coupled with an expanding 
sense of misery, the music nevertheless pushes forward to arrive on G at the downbeat of ms. 35. 
One effect of the repetition in ms. 33-34 is to make G at ms. 35 the goal of passing motion from 
B  (ms. 30) through A (ms. 33) to G (ms. 35), where G, however, supports an E minor triad. One 
effect of this long passing motion is to hear B major dissolving (now as a local dominant) into E 
minor (in 3
6 position) at ms. 34-35. This coincides with Atlas’s substitution of “elend” for 
“glücklich.” The 3
6 above G then succeeds to a 3
6 above B . The music thus juxtaposes B and B  
(both third-dividers) in an inner voice just as Atlas sings “Herz” in ms. 36. We cross a line at this 
moment, with the potential G major middleground trajectory — the one that integrates and 
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confirms B major as the third-divider — truly broken. This emphasizes B major’s non-
assimilation; at precisely the moment of its potential assumption of third-divider status it is cut 
off and left without the possibility of assimilation. G major must not and indeed cannot be read 
as some sort of space for the redemption of Atlas’s happiness. Any hint of G major — as heard 
in the B–A–G descent in ms. 30-34 — arrives with the negative aspect of Atlas’s turn inward. It 
would be hard to hear an ending for the song in G major as anything other than a false 
reconciliation. B major, in other words, must be non-assimilated and indeed in the next measure 
the song moves decisively to accomplish just that. As we know, in ms. 36, instead of rising from 
G through A to B (or perhaps slipping down from G to F  and then leaping to B), as we might 
expect, the bass moves from G (at ms. 35) through A to B , as the Gesangstimme passes up from 
B through C  to D. It is almost as if the piano suddenly remembers that the proper realm of 
misery is G minor and does all it can to force the music back into this frame of reference. As if to 
remind himself that it is his “stolzes Herz” that wanted all of this and not him, Atlas repeats these 
words in passing from B in ms. 35 through C  to D in ms. 36. “Herz” arrives on the downbeat of 
ms. 36, emphasizing its importance to Atlas’s self-deceiving narrative. Here Atlas feels the need 
to continue the lie that his heart is to blame, echoing the Gesangstimme’s false continuation of a 
potential G major from ms. 35-36. Michael Spitzer writes that “despite its suggestion of formal 
collapse,” the notion of caesura, for Adorno, “must be understood in the context of a Hegelian 
narrative of consciousness, with those dialectical ‘turning points’ in the story when mind turns 
round to examine itself, turning back again to ‘posit’ reality as a subjective act.”
24
 This is just 
such a moment. Atlas has turned inward to examine himself, and here he turns back outward. 
When he sings “und jetzo bist du elend” we know that he is miserable despite his attempts to 
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place this burden on his heart. Likewise, the music moves forward to “posit reality as a 
subjective act.” The reality of the song is G minor, but this reality is subjective rather than 
organic, something imposed on the song from the outside. We can already begin to hear here that 
B major remains unsubsumed within the whole and presents an inward turning whose 
consequences are forcefully suppressed. 
           
 
 
Example 1.21: “Der Atlas” ms. 39-48 (annotated). 
 
In ms. 38, Atlas’s burden comes crushingly back to reinforce the full cadence on I in G 
minor at ms. 39. This full cadence instantiates the near repetition of Atlas’s opening music. But 
now, and in contrast to the first strophe, the Gesangstimme no longer doubles the bass. The 
tremolo returns in the right hand in ms. 38, setting the stage for this near repetition. We hear ms. 
 
 
 
 
 
         
gan ze Welt der Schmer zen muss ich tra gen, die gan ze Welt muss ich tra gen,- - - - -
2 3 4 3 4
44 46 47 4845
.....
.....
39
Ich un glück sel' ger At las, ich un glück sel' ger At las, die- - - - - - - -
1 2 3 4 1
I V I V
6
5
6
5
40 41 42 43
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39 as beat 1 of a new hypermeasure due in no small part to the fact that ms. 39 is a near replica 
of ms. 5. The difference between the two measures is most prominent in the bass; in ms. 5 the 
bass holds G on the downbeat for a full half note, while in ms. 39 the bass holds G for a quarter 
note before repeating G on the second beat and then holding this G for a double-dotted quarter 
note. The Gesangstimme however, begins on the anacrusis to the second measure, once again out 
of phase with the underlying hypermeter. F , which so bothered Atlas in ms. 5-8, now only 
occurs in the bass in ms. 40 and 42. Atlas “sings over” F  (by not singing it) in an effort to 
subsume it within lower-neighbor motion, attempting to neutralize its destructive power. The 
effect is to pull the Gesangstimme apart from the bass, altering the texture of G minor’s return. 
Ex. 1.21 shows ms. 39-48, using slurs to show the phrasing and numbers between the piano 
staves to show hypermetrical beats. Unlike ms. 22-30, the music here feels frantic, as if Atlas 
needs to forcefully reassert his dominance. This is most clearly illustrated by comparing this 
passage to the corresponding passage from the first strophe. In Ex. 1.21, the vocal grouping 
extends from the second measure to the third. In ms. 44-49, the music eventually moves back 
into phase, the first grouping having been adjusted from four measures to three. The meter is 
never contracted; there’s never a disruption to the regular alteration of strong and weak 
downbeats, with all the strong downbeats occurring on the odd numbered measures. In ms. 47, 
the phrase grouping and hypermeter are back in phase, with the beginning of the phrasing slur 
and hypermetrical downbeat once again in alignment. The melodic figure in ms. 40-41 is that 
which was deleted in ms. 12-14, a stepwise descent from D down to G. This is also the first time 
that we hear a local  to  descent in the Gesangstimme; this is not unremarkable, since never 
before has the voice so clearly defined the tonic. The fact that this descent also fills in the leap 
from E  down to A is also important. It certainly throws the listener into confusion. We hear this 
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return to G minor as a repetition of the first strophe — we can’t not hear it that way— but it is as 
though the music were all jumbled up, with thematic material presented out of order. The 
melodic material we might expect to return with the first strophe is absent, and here the opening 
text is paired with the melodic connection missing in first strophe. This sense of being jumbled 
up is also due to the fact that the melody is out of phase, and therefore we hear Atlas scrambling 
to recover his initial position. The normal operations of consciousness, even conscious repetition, 
have somehow been thwarted or altered. One might suggest that Atlas is frantic once again to 
rewrite history, trying desperately to repress B major and its potential to swing his world in a 
new direction. 
With the Gesangstimme’s forceful descents from D through C to B  and then through A 
to G in ms. 40-48, one struggles to hear B major as ever being assimilated in Atlas’s ultimate 
harmonic and contrapuntal sphere. B major is a potential third-divider, and while it is seemingly 
real for the middle section, its reality is negated at the background. Or if it is real, then it throws 
our understanding of the third-divider into disarray, forcing us to reassess the possibilities and 
limits of total tonal integration. Given the understanding that pieces must begin and end in the 
same key, at least most of the time, the song is able to manufacture a more lyrical logic in which 
the interaction between disparate parts resists integration. Atlas forcefully re-imposes G minor 
despite the truth-claims of B major, and through the repetition of the text suggests a fracture 
within his own subjectivity. It is at this moment that we hear Atlas as somehow dis/abled. 
Disability studies have recently come to the fore in music scholarship, though Atlas has not been 
explicitly mentioned in this context. But, nonetheless, this song exhibits some of the qualities 
mentioned as part this discourse. Joseph Straus writes that “as long as the tonal problem can 
eventually be solved, with balance and rest restored, the piece emerges enriched, its metaphorical 
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body intact. But the aesthetic value of that restoration depends precisely on the threat posed by 
the tonal problem. If the tonal problem is not understood as potentially disabling, then the 
eventual solution will have little value.”
25
 Here B major is truly rather than only potentially 
disabling. Atlas forcefully attempts to repress B major and in the process reveals that he is 
disabled, unable to integrate his personal experience of the world. Straus goes on to suggest that 
“Schenkerian analytical practice, for both pitch and rhythm, always involves normalization — 
musical events are understood in relationship to the normative prototypes they transform or 
displace. The analytical process involves normalizing the abnormal” (143). B major, however, 
cannot be normalized; indeed, the re-imposition of G minor in ms. 39 does more to enable the 
song’s non-assimilation of B major than it does to integrate its disparate parts. In other words, 
the re-imposition of G minor ensures that we hear Atlas as unable to integrate the disabling B 
major into a non-disabled tonal outcome. Crucially, non-assimilation is not heard here as a 
negative attribute, but rather as a positive tension between two different sides of Atlas’s 
subjectivity. 
“In the mouth of a stranger, what is old and familiar takes on an extravagant and 
exaggerated quality, and precisely that is truth. The figures of this truth are the aesthetic breaks; 
it forgoes the immediacy of rounded, fulfilled language.”
26
 Adorno writes these words as a 
description of Heine’s poetic language. In this particular song, Heine’s stranger is Atlas, a 
mythical figure endowed with human features. The aesthetic breaks are harmonic, which forego 
a “rounded, fulfilled language.” Harmonic breakthroughs — Adorno’s “Durchbrüche” — are of 
                                                
25
 Joseph Straus, “Normalizing the Abnormal: Disability in Music and Music Theory,” Journal 
of the American Musicological Society 59/1 (2006): 139. 
 
26
 Theodor Adorno, “Heine the Wound,” (1956), in Notes to Literature, Vol. 1 (1958), trans. 
Shierry Weber Nicholsen (New York: Columbia University Press, 1991), 83. 
 70 
particular aesthetic worth in the discussion of non-assimilated harmonies. These breakthroughs 
help define the musical places where the non-assimilation of a particular harmony might take 
place, and help us to understand some of their historical aesthetic connotations. We can hear B 
major as thus concretely anomalous — the last part of our four-part definition of these harmonic 
events — and as an event that bears the trace of a different musical future, one denied by G 
minor’s forceful and painful return. The literal breakthrough of B major from the G minor 
opening embodies the sense that, at least for Adorno, the aesthetic breaks constitute the moments 
of truth. For all intents and purposes, the song should end in ms. 39. It would thus conform to the 
logic of the poem, while also returning to G minor. However, this would leave the song 
unbalanced, with G minor perfunctorily imposed to bring conceptual tonal closure — the a priori 
notion that a piece beginning in G minor should end in G minor even if doing so is in potential 
contradiction to its seemingly logical tonal trajectory. Thus, the lengthy quasi-repetition of the 
opening material in the third strophe has the effect of stabilizing G minor, but also has 
unintended consequences for our hearing of both G minor and B major. Adorno writes that “the 
mere act of repeating something in an identical form involves an element of reflection. When the 
impulse to express something occurs a second time, it turns into an underscored commentary on 
itself.”
27
 The commentary here is quite explicit. Because the bass in ms. 39-48 is nearly identical 
to that in ms. 5-14, the change evident in the Gesangstimme — from mirroring the bass and 
leaping from B  to F  over the barline to becoming independent of the bass and descending 
through a G minor triad — holds our attention, concretely embodying a commentary on the 
opening phrase. If Atlas had merely slipped back into a full repetition of the opening phrase, we 
might have heard the middle section as being somehow parenthetical, a thought which he never 
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utters aloud. But because of the deformed repetition, we hear the middle section as a conscious 
utterance, which, in turn, forces Atlas to attempt to revise our understanding and re-normalize 
his subjectivity.  
In order to re-establish in-phase phrasing and glue the Gesangstimme back to the bass, 
the third strophe does not repeat “eine Welt” from ms. 9. In the third strophe, Atlas performs a 
near-complete repetition, but the damage — at least in terms of confirming our suspicions that 
the second strophe weighs heavily on Atlas’s mind, as something he might wish to keep to 
himself but cannot — is already done. Ms. 44-48 are a repetition of ms. 10-14, but in a striking 
move he repeats “Schmerzen” during his final vocal utterance. Ms. 49-52 are interesting in terms 
of the vocal line, but also because one might hear them as almost re-enacting the slip from G to 
G  in ms. 16-17. The Gesangstimme arpeggiates upward through a G minor triad in ms. 49 
before slipping up to A  at ms. 50.1. A , that is, not G : A  does not gesture outside of G minor, 
but rather points back to G, almost forcing the music to stay where it is. We cannot 
enharmonically reinterpret A  as really G , or vice versa. In order to do so, the piece would have 
to suggest a movement out of G minor as it did earlier. In fact, to invoke any sense of 
enharmonic reinterpretation would be to impose an a priori theoretical construct on a moment 
that does not suggest one. If one were to impose such a theoretical construct, it would be to deny 
any sense of anomaly to the slip from G to G  in ms. 16-17. Rather than pushing the music out of 
G minor, the high A  in ms. 50.1 instead forms a highly stressed upper neighbor to G and if 
anything echoes the strongly articulated B –C–B  upper-neighbor motion in ms. 30-33. 
Enharmonicism, therefore, should not result in any reinterpretation of G  or A . Instead, the 
Gesangstimme’s strong upward arpeggiation of G minor keeps the music there despite the 
chromatic alteration of A . 
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Ms. 49-52 are fascinating from both an aural and theoretical perspective. The 
Gesangstimme arpeggiates up through a complete G minor triad before slipping up to A  in ms. 
50. From a purely aural perspective, this A  is the highest note in the song and once again pulls 
the singer out of a comfortable range. I suggested earlier that the half step between B  and C  
Atlas sings with “unendlich elend” in ms. 31 and 33 can be heard as a musical marker of pain. 
Here, in ms. 50, the half step between G and A  is explicitly linked with pain as Atlas sings the 
word “Schmerzen” on this highest and most uncomfortable of pitches. Atlas’s pain pulls him 
back to G minor, rather than forcing him out of it, once again adding to B major’s non-
assimilation. From a theoretical perspective, we might expect these measures to reinforce G 
minor through a re-enactment of the standard full cadential motion from D to G in ms. 36-39. 
After the full cadence at ms. 48, however, nothing even remotely resembling that takes place in 
ms. 49-52. Instead, the Gesangstimme leaps a full octave from G to G in ms. 51-52. One might 
even say that after ms. 48 the piece ceases cadencing all together. In ms. 49-52 we hear Atlas 
shouting out his pain. Ms. 52-56 then round things off, perhaps suggesting a return to the 
opening; Atlas continues on just as he had begun, staggering under the weight of the world. I am 
inclined to hear this as further evidence that G minor is a subjective act, and — however banal 
— a rather fragile one at that. 
The repetition of G minor is made complete by a verbatim re-enactment of ms. 2-5 in ms. 
52-56, one of the strangest moments in an altogether rather strange song. How are we to hear this 
return to the opening music? Has anything happened, or are we in some kind of temporal loop? 
Of course something has, and as such we cannot hear this repetition in the same exact way we 
heard ms. 1-4. We hear ms. 53 as a hypermetrical downbeat; it forms the beginning of the final 
four-bar hypermeasure. This is odd given that it is an exact replica of ms. 2, which we heard as 
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beat 2 of the first hypermeasure, but parallelism is not the determining factor here. The fact that 
the troubling F  occurs now on a hypermetrical downbeat suggests that the disturbance we 
associated with it in ms. 1-4 is even more present at the end of the song; Atlas has not been able 
to negate his opening distress. Indeed, we might hear these final measures as confirming what we 
suspected when Atlas began his repetition of the opening music, that his distress continues to 
weigh heavily on him. The prominence of F  here suggests that Atlas’s attempt to write over it in 
the third strophe is unsuccessful. Ms. 52-56 remind us of where we started, and in doing so 
remind us of where we have been. Because the pitches are literally verbatim (albeit differently 
grouped and deployed), it almost sounds as if B major had never happened — an idea that, as we 
have seen, the entire G minor repetition strives for — and as such confirms B major’s status as 
anomalous and non-assimilated. 
Kramer writes that  
the structural trope that works itself out temporally in music as disruptive 
interlude and reinterpreted recapitulation appears in literary texts as a disturbed or 
potentially disturbed reflection, usually some kind of mirror image that is 
distorted when the surface in which it appears is approached or breached. In most 
cases, the original sight of the image is idealized by the spectator, but the 
disturbance brings about a change in value, so that the image afterwards comes to 
evoke loss or frustrated desire.
28
 
 
If we were to suggest that the G minor repetition is a recapitulation, then we could hear B major 
as being assimilated by proxy. As the other, B major would never have had the potential to affect 
the trajectory of the piece; once G minor had been recapitulated, B major would have lost any 
potential status as anything other than that which had been overcome. Thus, because B major is 
not some obstacle that has been breached, we might best term G minor’s return a reintroduction 
of material rather than a recapitulation. Kramer’s suggestion that problematic reintroductions can 
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be heard to evoke frustrated desire certainly seems apt in this context — Atlas’s desire to be 
happy is ultimately frustrated. The fact that Atlas disturbs the repetition of G minor in the 
Gesangstimme further reinforces the sense that the revelations of the B major section cannot be 
undone. The return to G minor is a return to frustration, something we hear concretely when 
Atlas returns to his original outburst. Frustration and non-assimilation merge, suggesting that the 
B major trajectory was, and perhaps is, the way out of frustration. If this trajectory were to be 
realized, however, it would be a different Atlas, a more integrated, more “normal” subject. I 
prefer the Atlas of the song, miserable though he be. 
The distinction between non-assimilated and anomalous harmonies is an aesthetic one. 
The dialectical relationship between part and whole, an integral part of Adorno’s aesthetics, is of 
vital interest here. This relationship is one in which the unresolved tension between part and 
whole is what gives artworks the ability to ring true. Schubert’s songs turn out to be ideal spaces 
in which to explore the aesthetic implications of non-assimilation: “Schubert’s music — immune 
to the idealized synopsis as much as it is to the phenomenological exploration of ‘coherence,’ no 
more a closed system than it is, say, a flower growing to some purpose — offers us the interplay 
of truth-characters which his music does not create but receives, for that is the only way in which 
truth-characters can be expressed in us.”
29
 “Der Atlas” is immune to “idealized coherence” and 
cannot be heard it as “a completely closed system” — the cracks and fissures assimilation come 
to the fore. To fully integrate the music would be to ignore these fissures in favor of some 
idealized synopsis. A non-assimilated and anomalous harmony is thus defined not only by the 
negation of something, namely complete tonal coherence, but as its  “positive,” preserving the 
tension between part and whole as integral to the construction of a piece.
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Chapter 2 
Non-Assimilation in the History of Harmonic Theory 
 
 
I  Weber and Classification 
 
David Damschroder writes that “the enterprise of harmonic analysis asks practitioners to 
make judgments concerning the merits of various successions.”
30
 He implies that there are 
correct and incorrect harmonic progressions, in effect enabling the analyst to critique the 
composer of a particular piece for an imperfect grasp of the laws of harmonic progression. We 
can conceive of this as the ultimate end of an integrative Stufentheorie.
31
 The idea of “merit” is 
problematic, though, when applied to the non-assimilated and anomalous harmonies outlined in 
the first chapter. In suggesting that non-assimilated and anomalous harmonies have analytical 
worth, the notion of merit is turned on its head. Stufentheorie makes explicit valuations in part 
due to its status as a pedagogical tool for the teaching of basic music materials and composition. 
In a certain sense, it is because Stufentheorie makes normative claims that we can even talk 
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 Stufentheorie is a dominant mode of harmonic theory in current as well as historical music-
analytical practice. It might be deemed an assimilating theory, enabling the analyst to subsume 
problematic harmonies within greater musical totalities. This chapter investigates assimilation in 
the dominant forms of scale-degree theory, showing how we might imagine this highly common 
(if not in fact of hegemonic) mode of harmonic analysis and pedagogy as fundamentally 
premised on integration. A destabilization of assimilation remarkably occurs in scale degree 
based harmonic analysis. Despite being integrative — by attempting to systematize musical 
experience and explain all the related harmonic phenomena as related to scale degrees — these 
types of analyses often devolve into labeling chords within smaller and smaller harmonic 
progressions. 
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about non-assimilated harmonies. We can revalue these judgments, however, by using the 
pedagogy of Stufentheorie without assimilation as our ultimate goal. Rather than a harmonic 
succession being worthy of merit for its integrative powers, we would value those moments that 
identify the cracks and fissures within the implicit harmonic system of the work. 
This, however, overstates the case for theories within the scale-degree perspective. 
Stufentheorie — essentially inaugurated by Gottfried Weber in the early nineteenth century and 
still the dominant form of musical analysis today — allows one to classify and rank harmonic 
progressions via their correlation to a particular underlying scale (although this, as we shall see, 
is not how Weber thinks of it). In a Stufentheorie, each scale degree is numbered and given a 
corresponding roman numeral. The roman numeral designates a triad made up exclusively of 
pitches within the given scale. This in itself would seem to embody a neutral perspective and is 
often taken as such. It acquires the trappings of an assimilatory mechanism, however, rather 
quickly. Within a scale-degree system, progressions are often ranked according to their 
permissiveness in terms of harmonic motion. This suggests a range of possibilities for the form a 
Stufentheorie might take, anything from relatively innocuous tables of progressions to statements 
such as Damschroder’s above. 
Jairo Moreno posits that Gottfried Weber “developed a formidable theory of music in 
which order and system take the form of numerous tabular taxonomies but in which he also 
renounces the need for explicit foundations on mathesis.”
32
 As the “father” of modern 
Stufentheorie, Weber’s obsession with tabular taxonomies warrants further investigation. In 
effect, the taxonomies posited by Stufentheorie do not require the sort of intervallic justifications 
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that underlay Rameau’s theories, which make an explicit claim to be normative. Weber’s theory, 
because it is based in his taxonomies of harmonic movement, is thus significantly more 
descriptive than normative. Descriptive theory attempts to merely describe how music works, 
while normative theory attempts to formulate absolute rules by which music is most often 
constructed. Normative systems can be thought of as pedagogically prescriptive in the most basic 
sense, but being prescriptive is not always the same as being normative. Normative theories do 
not necessarily create hard and fast rules (as a prescriptive theory must), preferring instead to 
show how pieces normally progress. In many ways, the sort of “theory teacher” approach to 
Stufentheorie (which is Damschroder’s position) aspires to be both normative and descriptive, 
and that is precisely the problem — the two are and always will be in tension. In the “theory 
teacher” approach, this tension occurs most concretely between the showing of all the 
possibilities of harmonic movement and the “enterprise of harmonic analysis.” The former is 
descriptive and the latter normative.
33
 
Stufen-based taxonomies not only attempt to relate keys and give maps of how one might 
orderly move from key to key, they also show exhaustive mappings of how any particular chord 
or triad can move to any other chord or triad. These all-encompassing maps include movement 
between multiple underlying scale degrees as well as movement between different keys. By 
attempting to be exhaustive —to explain all the harmonies in a given piece — scale-degree 
theories engage in a kind of assimilation that denies anomalous status to any harmonic event. 
Indeed, Weber denies any kind of special status to almost any harmonic progression.  
There is not a single harmonic succession which we should be able absolutely and 
unconditionally to forbid. It is indeed true, as we shall find even in our proposed 
survey of the field, that many successions produce a very strange, unnatural, and 
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often extremely repulsive effect. But such successions may not only sometimes be 
very much, and often, indeed, entirely, softened technically … but, regarded in an 
aesthetical point of view, even that which, in respect to art, is foreign and 
unnatural, and which is to some extent harsh, and indeed that is positively rough 
and irregular, when used in the right place, be entirely proper and of a very happy 
effect.
34
 
 
This description comes mere pages after he suggests that there are a total of 6888 possible 
harmonic successions and that each and every one is permissible, at least in an abstract, 
theoretical sense (407-408).
35
 From a certain perspective, this could be construed to promote 
anomaly, as each harmonic succession might be heard as anomalous in any given context. 
However, it in effect actually denies non-assimilated and anomalous harmonies their uniqueness 
by whitewashing the background on which they perform. 
But perhaps this judgment is too harsh. Weber is in fact anti-syntactic, and this plays to 
his advantage. Instead of suggesting what composers should do he prefers instead to document 
what they actually do. We might even suggest that Weber sees himself less as a theorist then a 
collector, one who attempts to document all the possibilities for harmonic movement as opposed 
to one who theorizes from idealized musical objects and relations. In the apotheosis of a 
descriptive theory; he makes no absolute rules for harmonic succession and suggests that the 
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 Weber goes even further to suggest that these successions could be multiplied into infinity. He 
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(419). 
 79 
learned listener’s ear will be able to distinguish the well from the poorly formed (633). The ear, 
in other words, ultimately decides the “correctness” of a certain progression. Janna Saslaw 
suggests that Weber’s theory is based on “the contradiction of expectation and the ensuing 
reinterpretation of phenomena.”
36
 The analyst’s expectation of a particular harmony is 
represented by the tabular presentation of all of the potential relationships between triads, and 
thus also between keys. If, for instance, one hears a D seventh chord, one expects, due to the 
table, that some form of a G triad should follow it. Thus, if the piece were instead to move 
directly to an E  minor triad, one would need to return to the table to determine how to classify it 
and then potentially judge its status. The a priori background assumption of the scale as the 
progenitor of all harmonic movement means that E  must be classified as a form of  in G major 
or minor. However, it could also be heard as some other scale degree in an as yet unrealized key, 
one that we have yet to encounter. 
These different potential meanings of an E  minor triad can be conceived of as examples 
of “Mehrdeutigkeit,” defined by Weberian as “multiple meaning,” though also sometimes 
understood as multivalence.
37
 Saslaw suggests that “from Weber’s discussion it becomes clear 
that multiple meaning in the realm of harmony is principally a property of phenomena viewed in 
themselves, in the abstract — a property resulting from the structure of these phenomena as 
compared with various paradigms, such as the seven fundamental harmonies, or the major and 
minor scales and the harmonies proper to them” (215). Mehrdeutigkeit thus does not negate the 
underlying unity of any given Stufen, but merely adds an element of temporary ambiguity that, 
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importantly, does not result in confusion. It should not confuse the attentive listener because the 
confusion resolves almost immediately, most often through the concrete imposition and 
realization of a particular key. In addition, Mehrdeutigkeit should not be conflated with 
contradiction as every passage is eventually resolved (if obliquely), and does not result in the 
unending extension of tension. It denies the possibility of a true contradiction by showing how, 
even for a harmony we perceive as having multiple potential meanings, there can be only 
ultimately one true solution. Whether this solution is theoretical, analytical, or imaginary does 
not matter because, as Weber most famously shows, the ear can ultimately determine — despite 
the outward appearance of true contradiction — the single correct interpretation.
38
 The 
momentary hesitation that accompanies the apprehension of these harmonies is not negative but 
rather enhances the perception of unity through the short deferral of resolution. 
Weber thus employs a particular point of view when labeling and interpreting harmonic 
successions. This perspective might be termed progressive in the sense of “movement forward 
through time.” As Saslaw rightly points out, “this manner of discussion, in which the ear is 
depicted as experiencing confusion and doubt, expecting certain events to occur, having these 
expectations repeatedly denied and finally confirmed, could not occur without Weber’s forward-
looking, ‘real-time’ theory of progression. That is, each chord occurring in the course of a 
succession of harmonies is interpreted only according to what has preceded it” (280). For Weber, 
though, some progressions are more expected (and hence normative) than others. But he does not 
absolutely equate the normative with the prescriptive, which is a pedagogical function of the 
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normative but is not crucial to its identity as a theoretical position. Weber’s perspective — or 
better the perspective of the ideal “ear” — is that one cannot move backwards through time when 
listening to music, and as such each reinterpretation of a particular harmony in any given 
listening is conducted with only the knowledge of what has come before it, not with what comes 
after. This perspective has the potential to recognize non-assimilation, or at least does not deny 
it. However, Weber has his own way of assimilating harmonies, which is by denying them any 
status outside of naming and relating them to some underlying scale. He is quite emphatic about 
not being prescriptive. “No class of harmonic successions admits being pronounced good or bad 
universally, none can be approved or reprobated in the gross; and whoever should here attempt to 
establish a universal precept, would, as a matter of course, either deceive himself or others, 
because such universal maxims would not apply to cases so multifariously and essentially 
unlike” (430). He repeatedly writes, moreover, of denied or confirmed expectations, which is an 
implicitly normative rather than descriptive position. But — crucially — his normative position 
must not be mistaken as prescriptive. He does not suggest that a denial of expectations is 
completely negative, as something that must be explained away in terms of extra-musical forces. 
Rather, he refers back to one of his tables and shows how a particular succession, though it might 
defy certain conventions, is in fact permissible within the taxonomic model of chordal 
progression. Weber thus does not overtly engage in what Damschroder suggests is the task of 
music analysis, which is to judge the merit of a particular harmonic progression. He skirts the 
issue by not engaging in discussions of what should happen after an unusual digression or 
succession. At least in the abstract, any chord can move, or resolve, to any other chord. 
By not explicitly treating large-scale issues other than to write that “the first and most 
general law here … is that of the unity of the key” (491), Weber sidesteps the problem of long-
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term harmonic motion, a notion that still plagues Stufen-based theories today. This results in the 
contemplation of only short harmonic passages. There is something quite clunky about his 
analyses; he often goes beat by beat, and we can imagine him having gone even slower had he 
felt the need to do so. Weber’s attempt to construct a purely descriptive theory must lead to such 
an atomization because the end goal of such a theory is to arrive at a new normalization, one in 
accord with the judgment of the ear. An atomization of the temporal flow thus lies at the very 
heart of his theory. It cannot begin to explain long-term harmonic motion because it obsesses 
about what chords are rather than how these chords occur within the context of the piece as a 
whole. The place where this atomization becomes most problematic is where it deals with 
chromaticism. 
In any Stufentheorie, chromatic pitches must be explained in terms of the diatonic pitches 
to which they resolve or which they alter, thus accommodating and integrating them into the 
underlying scale. Weber takes this traditional view and strips it of its normative/prescriptive 
connotations. He names each chromatic embellishment as a Durchgangston or transition tone, as 
something that helps the music move from one state to the next. Neither state is absolutely 
prescribed; therefore the tones must not act according to a prescribed formula, but rather act in 
accordance with the new state to which they move. However, the use of the (in itself) 
undifferentiated notion of “transition” is again a case of Weber trying to transform a normative 
idea into one that is simply descriptive and avoiding the prescriptiveness of traditional theoretical 
handlings of dissonance. Weber writes that a transition tone “is … in its own nature an 
unessential tone, a tone not necessarily belonging to the harmony, is no harmonic interval, but is 
a mere accidental melodic ornament. It is simply a piece of melodic embroidery, not belonging 
to the fundamental harmony, a mere subordinate tone to the one to which it is prefixed” (569-
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570). The idea that one pitch is subordinated to another within a specific harmony can be 
extended to suggest that harmonies can be subordinated to one another, and as we shall see, that 
one harmony can be essentially ignored in service of describing the “important” harmonic 
motion. In order to be deemed a transition tone rather than a harmonic tone, altered pitches 
and/or chords must resolve in the future. Importantly, Weber does not prescribe how these 
transition tones must resolve, but merely catalogs the numerous ways they might. 
 
 
Example 2.1: Underlying harmony in “Der Atlas” ms. 16-20. 
 
What might a Weberian account of a specific harmonic succession in “Der Atlas” look 
like? The harmonic succession that might give him the most trouble, perhaps, surrounds the 
motion from G to G  in the right hand of the piano in ms. 17-19, shown here in Ex. 2.1. 
Weber puts forward a definition of verticalities like these, chords whose integral parts are 
transition tones that nonetheless have the potential to form nameable harmonies, calling them 
Scheinakkorde or “apparent chords” (617). However, before naming this group of pitches as 
such, he first dismisses all other attempts to categorize and assimilate these problematic tones, 
16 17 18 19 20
G minor: I “V” III#
B minor: V I
"unerträgliches"
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harmonies, and contexts. He would invoke, in respect to G  and B, what he calls the “principle of 
inertia,” which states that the ear will assume the primacy and continuation of its current key 
unless pushed with enough force to move. He writes that “the ear once attuned to a particular key 
does not change its state of attunement into that of another key without a sufficient cause” (337). 
This principle only applies to pitches from within the scale of the previously established key, in 
this case G minor. G  and B , however, are not pitches within the key; therefore, inertia cannot 
keep the ear in G minor, which now finds itself in a state of flux. However, it does have a 
number of other options to consider in order to classify this harmony within the Weberian 
taxonomy. If G  and B  cannot be subsumed as part of the G minor Stufe, then they must lie 
outside the key and are thus some form of a “tone foreign to the scale” (263). In order to 
subsume the harmony in ms. 17 and 18 into a Weberian category (as something tonally 
explainable), the next step is to determine to precisely what forms of “tones foreign to the scale” 
G  and B  are. “Every harmony becomes more definite and unequivocal in its character and 
meaning by means of the connection in which it occurs in a musical composition, very much in 
the same that an ambiguous word in speech acquires a determinate signification by the 
connection of the discourse” (309). As we know, the harmony in ms. 17-18 can be called a fully 
diminished seventh chord. Out of context, its root is ambiguous; each pitch within the chord has 
the potential to be the root given the correct tonal context. In the abstract, the harmony is 
equivocal, having meaning not only in one potential key area, but in a certain sense lying outside 
all potential key areas. In other words, it embodies the principles of multivalence.  
In defining transition tones as he does (as well as using a very basic roman-numeral 
nomenclature), Weber is searching for a neutral descriptive language. His categories of these 
tones (“anticipated tones,” “appended tones,” and “organ point”) implicitly rejects the normative 
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categories of counterpoint or diminution. Transition tones are most often related to the harmony 
that comes after their occurrence, but they can also be related to the harmony that directly 
precedes them. “A good deal depends on the position of the transition note with respect to the 
tone immediately preceding it, although the relation be only an inferior or secondary one” (634). 
But before attempting to find a connection backward, Weber would most certainly invoke the 
principle of multivalence immediately on encountering the fully diminished seventh chord in ms. 
17. He would show how each tone of the chord could be resolved, pointing out the multiplicity 
of options available to the ear. Weber would not want us to think any further ahead than the 
“resolution” of multivalence in the next harmony.
39
 We can well imagine Weber providing a 
blow-by-blow account for how the diminished seventh eventually fits into his understanding of 
the taxomony of harmonic relationships. If we were meant to interpret G  and B  from the 
perspective of the harmony that directly precedes them, how would Weber have proceeded? 
They cannot be easily assumed to form any part of the previous harmony: neither G  and B  
belong to the scale that underlies it. They can both merely be described as chromatic pitches 
lying a minor second above their previous tones. There is, however, a part of the harmony in ms. 
17 that is equivocal in its function, one that does fit into G minor: F . F  lies within the scale, but 
nonetheless must be judged as a transition tone since  — as “natural,” “minor”  — it does not 
help the effort to confirm G as tonic. Indeed,  in G minor is most often used as some form of a 
passing tone, often as a passing seventh in an applied V of IV. In order for any particular pitch to 
be named as a transition tone, an identifiable diatonic harmony must be heard to lie underneath 
the surface. The only pitch that remains from ms. 16 is D, not exactly inspiring confidence that 
                                                
39
 “Resolution” is not really the correct term for what occurs for chords that can be heard as 
multivalent; Mehrdeutigkeit does not “resolve” in the way that a V
7
 “resolves.” But there is 
really no other way to understand what happens other than as a sort of “resolution.” 
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we will somehow be able to explain each pitch; G , B , and F , on the other hard, are “mere” 
deformations. To even suggest that G minor is still the underlying harmony in ms. 17 strikes both 
the ear and the mind as far fetched. At this point we can make no real determination about the 
relationship of the harmony in ms. 17 to the G minor harmony of ms. 16. We could only do so by 
assuming an a priori coherence that has yet to be realized. 
We must thus attempt to connect these aberrant pitches to the harmony that eventually 
arrives in ms. 19, and which can be easily named within a key. In this context, we first need to 
determine whether G  can be labeled as any of the above categories of transition tones. An 
anticipated tone is a pitch that is out of place in its immediate context but when the other voices 
move comes to form an integral, diatonic part of this new harmony. “Shortly before a harmonic 
step, a voice, during the continuance of the first harmony strikes an interval of the following 
harmony and thus anticipates the latter” (674). If G  is to be named an anticipated tone in ms. 17-
19, then the new pitches that follow in the other voices must form a new harmony in which G  is 
a diatonic element — or at least that is what Weber’s strict definition would have us believe. G  
sticks in the ear for two full measures, eventually moving down by whole step to F  in ms. 19. 
Since G  moves in order to create a new harmony at the next harmonic juncture, it cannot be 
heard as occurring before its rightful time. G , however, is diatonic in B major and could thus be 
heard as anticipating this eventual move. But once again this would be getting ahead of 
ourselves. Weber usually connects adjacent harmonies to each other, not to what key eventually 
assumes primacy. G , therefore, cannot strictly be an anticipated tone; it is not a diatonic pitch 
within the forthcoming harmony. If anything we hear G  as a pitch which disrupts the continuity 
of the previous G minor and anticipates something that, in this case, never materializes. We must 
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not hesitate to realize that G  could be an anticipated tone, but the harmony it anticipates never 
concretely materializes. 
This means that G  could potentially be either an “appended tone” or participate in an 
“organ point.” Weber defines an appended tone as a “harmonic note” that “may many times have 
arbitrarily appended to it (hitched on behind it) a neighboring tone of short duration which is 
foreign to both the present and to the following harmony” (675). This suggests that a pitch may 
be truly non-functional in the sense that it participates in neither of the harmonies that lie directly 
before and after it occurs. While this may seem like a blanket description for all pitches that do 
not conform to their underlying harmonies, this is not entirely the case. To name something an 
appended tone, or an anticipated tone for that matter, assumes that there is an underlying 
harmony that belongs either to the key that precedes it or the key to which it ultimately points. It 
is difficult to imagine a diatonic harmony in G minor that underlies ms. 17, and it is likewise 
tough to suggest a harmony that fits into the newly formed B minor in ms. 19-20. The entire 
project of naming the tones in ms. 17 and 18 as specific transition tones thus rests on a rather 
flimsy foundation. G  can be named an appended tone only if we assume that B , D , and F  
form a coherent harmony in either G minor or B minor (though one of those pitches could be 
appended, too). Because it is non-diatonic in either there must be some question about the project 
of naming G  as a transition tone at all. Indeed, appended tones form a category that can 
encompass basically any odd tone in a given context perceived as having an underlying triadic 
harmony, even if this harmony is masked. Since B , D , and F  form a functional harmony in 
other keys, most notably C minor, we can imagine G  as an appended tone, but importantly, with 
an asterisk attached. It is an appended tone only if we imagine an underlying scale that never 
quite materializes. Because G  isn’t drawn out below a series of changing harmonies in the upper 
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voices, we can safely assume that Weber wouldn’t call it an “organ point.” We have thus labeled 
G  as an appended tone, but its naming is shaky. We can only do so on the basis of a harmonic 
ground that is difficult at best to assume. Here the atomization evinced by such an analytical 
attitude is made concrete. We have obsessed over the naming of a specific pitch — and indeed 
we will continue to do so as we discuss B  in the following paragraphs — to the detriment of any 
other considerations of its effects within the larger context of the piece. This atomization of the 
music is a hallmark of Stufentheorie (as well, as we shall see, of neo-Riemannian theory). The 
analytical excursion above is discontinuous; it attempts to perform assimilation, but an obsession 
over scale-degree identity only serves to disrupt both the harmonic and temporal continuity of 
the music. 
B  bears the most potential to be an easily definable transition tone and could lead to an 
underlying harmony that might support G ’s status as an appended tone. There can be little 
question that B  must be named an anticipated tone. It is an obvious part — indeed it is the 
groundtone — of the B minor harmony in ms. 20. And the B –D –F  harmony in ms. 20 
certainly falls well within the normal time frame that Weber might identify for resolution. Once 
again, however, the very nature of the underlying harmony in ms. 17 causes concern. B  is a 
chromatic extension of B  in ms. 16 and leads ultimately to ms. 20 as part of a V–I cadence in B 
minor. If we ignore G  — something naming it an appended tone implicitly does and something 
I’m uncomfortable doing — than we can begin to imagine a diatonic chord underlying B ’s 
chromatic anticipated tone. But by “appending” G  we ignore the fact that the song makes it a 
marked pitch, so to call it an appended tone is disconcerting. Weber writes that “the explanation 
of many a harmonic combination becomes facilitated and simplified by the fact that one or mere 
of its tones may, as mere transitions, be left altogether out of the account” (619). The 
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simultaneity B –D –F  (minus G ) fits well enough into G minor, but only if we hear B  as an 
alteration of B , which, when combined with D  and F , forms III in G minor. By leaving out G , 
this simultaneity has the potential to fit nicely into Weber’s system. Indeed, a B  major triad 
might even be expected here as part of movement away from G minor. This imagined B –D –F  
triad — as opposed to the actual B –D –F –G  diminished seventh — would comport well with 
Weber’s notion that “a tone, which otherwise, according to the degree on which it stands, would 
be an interval pertaining to the harmony, may be chromatically raised or lowered, so as to form a 
mere transition” (611). B  would be both a chromatic transformation of an underlying diatonic 
pitch as well as an anticipated tone that eventually leads the piece out of G minor. 
The attempt to name the fully diminished seventh chord’s constituent parts ends up 
essentially determining which pitches are actually alterations of other, underlying pitches. Again, 
we can well imagine Weber using the concept of Mehrdeutigkeit to explain how this harmony 
strikes the ear. The point, however, is that if something can progress to a number of different 
harmonies then it in some way does not have a stable identity. Yet everything that falls into 
Weber’s taxonomy of harmonies must be nameable — one can imagine Weber even naming this 
fully diminished seventh chord an apparent chord. In a sense, when the ear has figured out how 
to name the G  fully diminished seventh chord it forgets how it got there. The ear must forget it 
because G minor has no real bearing on the naming itself. Because of the one salient move the 
ear must make — the designation of the chord as apparent chord  — the musical past is lost. 
Despite our best efforts to integrate the disparate elements of this chord into a rational unity and 
even our triumph in this task through the use of the apparent-chord designation, we have only 
succeeded in disintegrating the artwork. The naming of the chord disconnects it from its 
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counterparts. With each subsequent attempt at designation, the music is, paradoxically, further 
fragmented into its constituent parts. 
Jairo Moreno aptly sums up the problems underlying Weber’s Stufentheorie: 
No doubt, the discursive space of Weber’s theory (i.e., the empiricities of his 
chord tables) encourages the instrumental use of the roman-numeral cipher in 
analysis and thus the objectification of the harmonic content of tonal music. Such 
use is made, however, at the expense of the subjective positivities along the axis 
of interpretation that ought to be inseparable from the presumably objective 
empiricities. That is a problem for both Weber’s theory and his followers. The 
reception history of Weber’s work loudly attests to the preference for final 
conclusions and the appeal of the fixed musical object represented by the roman 
numeral. Further, such instrumental and technological application forms part of 
the background of an increasing commodification of knowledge in social, 
cultural, and economic spheres throughout the nineteenth century and into our 
day. Viewed as cognitive currency, the roman numeral does reduce the “chord” to 
a semiotic essence, exchanging the chord and its associated experience for the 
satisfaction of capturing that chord and that experience in a grapheme. (158) 
 
The above attempt to analyze the harmonies in ms. 17-20 from “Der Atlas” illustrates this 
problem quite dramatically. Despite the fact that objectification seems to be the ultimate goal, 
there is little satisfaction in giving a discrete label to such a dynamic chord. Indeed, it seems to 
resist the very act, highlighting the sense that non-assimilation provides an alternative way to 
hear such moments. By naming the disparate elements of a chord, the analyst engages in a 
practice that, while often useful, participates and enables the assimilation of the problematic 
harmony into an assumed totality. By naming a particular harmony, the analyst effectively makes 
it controllable. When we cannot name something, we find ourselves uncomfortable with it, 
precisely because it cannot be controlled. Fascinatingly, putting a roman numeral under a certain 
group of pitches is often conceived of as a neutral, observational act. It is assumed to be neutral, 
mere description, when in fact this act carries with it the assimilative undertones that are 
anything but neutral. But as Terry Eagleton reminds us, “an art which fails to render its elements 
determinate in their irreconcilability would defuse its critical force; there can be no talk of 
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difference or dissonance without some provisional configurating of the particulars in question, 
which would otherwise be not dissonant or conflictive but merely incommensurable.”
40
 The 
critical tension between the act of naming and the way in which certain objects resist naming is 
part of what gives non-assimilation its critical power. 
Adorno writes that “in the impulse of every particular element of an artwork toward 
integration, the disintegrative impulse of nature secretly manifests itself. The more integrated 
artworks are, the more what constitutes them disintegrates in them.”
41
 This statement becomes 
even more provocative if we replace “artworks” with “theories.” For Weber, the very act of 
integrating, or better naming, atomizes the very music under investigation. This manifests itself 
in the judgment of the ear, which does not remember, and thus creates this atomization. Weber’s 
theory of Mehrduetigkeit creates a situation in which integration assures atomization. When 
Weber’s ear arrests the musical flow in order to determine the identity of a multivalent chord, 
there is a sense in which the possibility of non-assimilation is squashed in much the way that 
Eagleton suggests. A neutral description, however, stands outside of our experience of many 
musical events. The contradictions that animate art for Adorno are washed away in Weber’s 
obsession with descriptive identity. Weber’s theory fails precisely because it attempts to be 
purely descriptive, while at the same time struggling within with a certain sense of the 
normative. His theory studiously avoids prescription, but still has normative elements, creating 
an internal conflict. If we are to take Weber’s taxonomic account of harmonic connections to 
heart then we are forced to acknowledge that it results in an atomization quite at odds with the 
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very music it seeks to describe. If we are to name the harmony in ms. 17-18 an apparent chord (a 
term abstracted from Weber’s apparent tones), we must ignore the fact that the song goes to great 
lengths to make this chord real and uses it to transform the work’s previously firm and 
unambiguous diatonic space. 
 
 
 
 
II  Schenker’s Stufen 
 
Scale-degree theory finds a different incarnation in the early writings of Heinrich 
Schenker, whose Harmonielehre (1906) takes Stufen as the basis for its “teaching” of harmony. 
For Weber, each Stufe is a step in a particular scale that brings with it certain attendant 
harmonies. Schenker’s Stufe are harder to pin down. Despite Weber’s assertion of the ear’s 
reticence to move out of one key into another without due cause, each key can be easily 
circumvented by nearly every chromatic harmony the ear encounters. This makes for 
fragmentary analyses in which ambiguity about key (and thus Stufe) results in the arresting of a 
temporal continuum. As Robert Wason has commented, Schenker’s “notion of ‘scale-steps’ 
(Stufen) — may be seen as a further development of the ‘non-essential’ harmonies of Viennese 
fundamental-bass theory.”
42
 The most important idea here is that certain harmonies can be 
conceived of as subordinate to other harmonies. If we take Schenker at his word and define the 
                                                
42
 Robert Wason, “Schenker’s Notion of Scale-Step in Historical Perspective: Non-Essential 
Harmonies in Viennese Fundamental Bass Theory,” Journal of Music Theory 27/1 (1983): 50. 
 93 
Stufe as “a higher and more abstract unit,”
43
 the scale degree becomes an analytical category that 
hovers above the surface of the musical composition. “At times it may even comprise several 
harmonies, each of which would be considered individually as an independent triad or seventh 
chord” (139). This is a large change from previous Stufentheorie, in which each chord was 
considered one at a time. Schenker’s Harmonielehre is thus both an extension of previous 
theories — via the use of pre-existing terminology — and a radical break with them. Schenker’s 
concept of the Stufe is, at times, just that — a concept more than a surface-level musical 
phenomenon. There are other moments, however, when he identifies the Stufe as a strictly 
definable musical phenomenon.  
At times, the scale degree is embodied in a single triad or seventh chord. But this is made 
contingent when he comments that 
even if, under certain circumstances, a certain number of harmonies look like 
independent triads or seventh chords, they may nonetheless add up, in their 
totality, to one single triad, e.g., C–E–G, and they would have to be subsumed 
under the concept of this triad on C as a scale-step. The scale-step asserts its 
higher or more general character by comprising or summarizing the individual 
phenomena and embodying their intrinsic unity in one single triad. (139) 
 
Here is the more concrete nature of the scale degree: it must be some kind of chord that may or 
may not stand in for a multiplicity of harmonic phenomena. We can see this quite concretely in a 
passage from Chopin Prelude in E Minor, Op. 28, No. 4 (1839), discussed by Schenker in 
conjunction with his initial description of the scale degree. Ex. 2.2 reproduces his Ex. 124 (148). 
Schenker shows the scale degrees using roman numerals underneath the score. “Obviously, 
Chopin wants us to feel only the tonic all through the first four measures. This results from the 
fact that he studiously avoids writing D , instead of E , in ms. 2: thus averting even the optical 
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appearance of the V step in E minor; and the broad flow of the I tonic remains uninterrupted” 
(148). This embodies the idea that a scale degree can be expanded through other harmonies and 
yet retain its singular identity. Thus the initial occurrence of I in E minor in the first measure of 
the example governs the first four measures despite the change in harmony in each measure. But 
that does not mean that every piece works this way.  
 
 
Example 2.2: Chopin, Prelude in E Minor, Op. 28, No. 4 from Heinrich Schenker, 
Harmony (1906), trans. Elisabeth Mann Borgese (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1954), Ex. 124, p. 148 ©1954 by The University of Chicago Press. 
 
In contrast to the Chopin example, Schenker shows that the scale degree changes at every 
measure with each new harmony in the aria “Buß und Reu” from the St. Matthew Passion 
(1727). Ex. 2.3 reproduces his Ex. 119, which gives the passage under consideration (144). 
Schenker labels the scale degrees underneath the score and suggests that none is expanded past 
the boundaries of its measure. However, crucially, this example continues to illustrate the fact 
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that each change in bass note does not necessarily indicate a change in scale degree. This is made 
concrete with his discussion of the asterisked C  major triad. Schenker does not label it as a scale 
degree because “the preceding and firmly established rhythm of descending fifths, I–IV–VII–III, 
etc., … directs the listener most clearly to consider this triad as a merely passing configuration of 
three parts, which certainly does not possess the weight of a scale-step” (144). From this it is 
clear that Schenker relies on other musical considerations, such as harmonic rhythm, to help 
identify a scale degree. Not every chord, then, is a scale degree. And this, ultimately, is 
Schenker’s goal in writing Harmonielehre — to correct the errors of previous Stufentheorien, 
many of which label each and every change of bass as a change in scale degree. 
 
 
 
Example 2.3: Bach, “Buß und Reu” from St. Matthew Passion from Heinrich Schenker, 
Harmony (1906), trans. Elisabeth Mann Borgese (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1954), Ex. 119, p. 144 ©1954 by The University of Chicago Press. 
 
 
 
“My concept of the scale-step, if it is to serve its purpose, is far loftier and far more 
abstract than the conventional one” (138). This is not to say that it does not have concrete 
analytical consequences, but rather that one must not fall into the trap of labeling every single 
harmony as a scale degree. He uses examples such as those above to show how to do this. He 
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writes that “there are no rules which could be laid down once and for all; for, by virtue of their 
abstract nature, the rules flow, so to speak, from the spirit and intention of each individual 
composition” (141). This means that, in contrast to theories of counterpoint, the identification of 
scale degrees is primarily a descriptive practice. The scale degree is a mixture of an analytical 
tool and a theoretical, spiritual manifestation of the true nature of musical composition. 
Crucially, he does not prescribe the criteria by which the analyst can label the scale degree.
44
 But 
this is not to say that he is vague about the importance of the scale degree for composition. “The 
scale-step (Stufe) now constitutes that force which unambiguously joins several chords into one 
unit, in whose frame voice-leading can run its course all the more freely” (158). The scale degree 
is thus not only a thing, an analytical object, but it is also a force, an imaginative object. 
Matthew Brown is one of the few writers to attempt to translate Schenker’s concept of 
the scale degree into modern parlance. 
Stufen are best described as harmonic states, each one labeled by its position 
relative to the tonic. Although they are labeled by conventional Roman numerals, 
Stufen may be presented in many different ways; they may appear as root chords, 
or in inversion, they may be expanded or “composed-out” by passing, 
neighboring, or tonicizing chords and … they may occur in either diatonic or 
chromatic form. It is this propensity for transformation that prompted Schenker to 
declare that the concept of the Stufe is the most important feature of harmonic 
theory. Stufen, then, are not mere triads: they are triads or transformations of 
triads within a given tonal system.
45
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Brown has the concept partially correct; a Stufe certainly is what he suggests, but it is also much 
more than merely an identifiable concrete musical object. It is also a force that binds the piece 
together through its abstract nature. This is not to say that Brown is wrong, but that by defining it 
in purely harmonic terms the idea that there is something “geistlich” about it is lost. Brown does, 
however, capture an important idea when he suggests that scale degrees can undergo elaboration 
and still retain their identity. It seems, from Brown’s surrounding discussion, that what he means 
by transformation might be better understood as prolongation. However, as Schenker does not 
use that term in Harmonielehre, Brown is likewise loath to do so. And he is correct, because 
“transformed” better captures the sense of what Schenker means when he writes of the scale 
degree as a higher and more abstract unit. It is not prolonged in the sense that it comes to mean 
in Schenkerian analysis, but rather hovers above the score, transformed as it were by the genius 
of the artist from a concrete musical object — the chord — into a higher power.
46
 It seems as 
though Brown would also like it to mean prolongation because he emphasizes the fact that scale 
degrees are transformed in the sense that one can operate on them using passing motion, 
neighbor motion, etc. Therefore, the idea that scale degrees are transformable into higher units is 
only partially captured by Brown. We must always remember that Schenker says that there are 
no hard and fast rules for how to determine whether a triad is in fact a scale degree, and that this 
determination must always flow from compositional logic rather than an a priori sense of scale or 
voice-leading techniques. 
Schenker’s scale degrees are thus both concrete, in the sense that they are either triads or 
seventh chords, and abstract, given that they rise above the score and control longer spans of 
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throughout Harmonielehre and continues in Der freie Satz, but with a distinctly different bent. In 
Der freie Satz, the genius of the artist becomes not just an expression of the metaphysical power 
of the scale degree, but of the Ursatz as well. 
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harmonic motion.
47
 This dual nature is nowhere clearer than when Schenker writes that, “owing 
to its superior, more abstract, character, the scale degree is the hallmark of harmony. For it is the 
task of harmony to instruct the disciple of art about those abstract forces which partly correspond 
to nature, partly surge from our need for mental associations, in accordance with the purpose of 
art. Thus the theory of harmony is an abstraction, enclosed in the most secret psychology of 
music” (153). 
His reference to the idea that the scale degree is a hallmark of harmony and that harmony 
itself is an abstraction helps us to understand that there is something psychological to the entire 
project. The scale degree is an intentional object, something that governs both local and global 
harmonic movement. The criteria by which scale degrees govern multiple surface-level 
harmonies is analytic. Schenker goes to great pains to show, through the use of examples from 
the literature, just how an analyst can correctly distinguish scale degrees from mere chords. This 
represents a sharp departure from what Schenker finds in contemporaneous textbooks. Early in 
Harmonielehre, Schenker makes it clear that he, in contrast to other theorists, will deal almost 
exclusively with “real” music. He is not going to give the student abstract, unmusical harmonic 
                                                
47
 This is not quite a happy confluence. The tension between these concepts is eventually 
lowered in Der freie Satz, but here, in Harmonielehre, it is all too apparent. Perhaps, then, this is 
one of the reasons why Schenker’s scale degrees, and Harmonielehre in general, receives 
relatively little attention. It is a convoluted concept, one at once steeped in the tradition of 
Stufentheorie extending back to Weber and also independent of that tradition through its denial 
of the primacy of the scale as underlying progenitor. Schenker’s mature thought carries with it 
assimilative baggage in which the chromatic outside of a piece is subsumed within the diatonic 
inside and the task of the analyst is to identify the precise nature of this subsumption. However, 
in Harmonielehre, the assimilative qualities are significantly muted due perhaps, in part, to the 
dual nature of the scale degree. 
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progressions, like the one he cites in Richter, but rather intends to ground his discussions in 
examples from the literature.
48
 He does not prescribe, but rather describes, harmonic motion. 
Schenker situates his harmonic theories within the historical tradition of Stufentheorie 
through four short chapters on the anticipation, suspension, changing note, and pedal tone, all 
located near the end of the practical section of the treatise. These are the devices by which one 
assimilates actually occurring harmonies to scale degrees in the prevailing key. While scale 
degrees have surface features in common with Weber’s discussion of similarly named concepts, 
for Schenker there is a difference between a mere harmony/chord and a scale degree. Each of the 
short chapters serves to illuminate how one or more chords can be subsumed within a single 
scale degree. But despite the fact that each of the chapters do have concrete musical examples of 
their given concepts, we continue to hear Schenker as being anti-prescriptive. In Harmonielehre, 
this is a recurring problem for those who seek a precise way in which to translate Schenker’s 
theoretical thought into analysis. However, paradoxically, this “problem” actually aids in 
analysis, since it calls for us to recognize that a universal definition for scale degree would be 
rife with holes. That these holes can only be filled by analyzing “real” music, and that even this 
is only a partial solution, is part of Schenker’s unique insight. When we identify scale degrees in 
their specific musical contexts, we have their spiritual nature as a background, with some 
specific pitch-based phenomena as guideposts. In order to identify scale degrees in specific 
musical contexts one must use the concept as a guide rather than as a prescriptive idea. By giving 
examples from actual musical compositions rather than suggesting an a priori universal, 
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 For Schenker, Richter’s examples make little musical sense. He writes that what Richter “is 
yearning to see, the confirmation of theoretical propositions in examples from the works of the 
great masters, he looks for in vain in his book. It is hard to understand, and yet it is the sad truth 
that in textbooks on harmony a real work of art is never mentioned” (176). Once again, we find 
Schenker railing against the prescriptive teaching of harmony, especially when it contradicts real 
works of art. 
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Schenker avoids, at least tacitly, creating a fully assimilatory theory. And because the scale 
degree is something only completely shown through analysis, one cannot automatically 
assimilate anomalous harmonies to it. Schenker’s scale degrees, at least in the embryonic form in 
which he presents them in Harmonielehre, enable an interesting analytical interaction between 
the theorist and the musical composition, one of discovery rather than proof. 
The two concepts that best demonstrate the interesting and progressive nature of 
Schenker’s scale degree are tonicization and modulation. They are related to each other, and yet 
for Schenker they form the crux of his reconception of the scale degree. Tonicization, as it comes 
first in his argument, will also come first in ours. 
Not only at the beginning of a composition but also in the midst of it, each scale-
step manifests an irresistible urge to attain the value of the tonic for itself as that 
of the strongest scale-step. If the composer yields to this urge of the scale-step 
within the diatonic system of which this scale-step forms part, I call this process 
tonicalization [tonicization] and the phenomenon itself chromatic. (256) 
 
When certain types of local chromaticism occur, the scale degree at that moment becomes like a 
tonic, but not the tonic. Thus the underlying diatonic system from which a particular scale degree 
remains, and the particular scale degree is still heard from within it. This becomes clear when 
Schenker writes that “even where chromatic changes are applied to it, the scale-step reveals itself 
as the spiritual and superior unit as we defined it in its diatonic form” (294). Therefore, even 
when chromatic transformations are applied to a scale degree, we should understand that its 
diatonic form is still present (if only in the imagination of the listener) But this is mere preamble, 
because Schenker is quite explicit in how we are to understand tonicization as something that 
does not destroy the particular diatonic scale of which it is part. This of course is in direct 
contravention to many other theorists within the scale-degree tradition who discover modulations 
every time chromaticism occurs. Schenker suggests that “the scale-step in question, without any 
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ceremony, usurps quite directly the rank of the tonic, without bothering about the diatonic 
system, of which it still forms a part” (256). The point here is that a particular scale degree 
usurps the rank of tonic, but does so in such a way as to not destroy the diatonic system it 
continues to affirm. The tonicized scale degree does not create a new underlying diatonic system. 
Instead it merely temporarily usurps the role of a tonic through chromatic alterations to the 
surrounding pitches. Thus it must be heard as a transient phenomenon, whose presence enhances 
rather than destroys the underlying diatonic slate. Therefore, despite its outward appearance of 
change, tonicization, by its temporary nature, confirms the underlying diatonic tonal system by 
always returning to it. He then goes to show two different, but related forms of tonicization. In 
“direct” tonicization some chromatic change occurs that suggests that the triad directly preceding 
this chromatic change has temporarily become like a tonic. The applied dominant (in modern 
parlance) that creates tonicization occurs after the triad that has been tonicized, which directly 
calls attention to itself as a tonic. The other form, which Schenker says is far more common, is 
“indirect” tonicization. The most common form of this would be the addition of the minor 
seventh to I, forming an applied V of IV. The chromatic change, in this case, occurs before the 
tonicized scale degree. 
Interestingly, Schenker uses Schubert songs to illustrate both kinds of tonicization. In 
“Die Stadt” D. 957, No. 11 (1828), Schenker’s analysis suggests that IV usurps the role of a 
tonic for a brief period of time. Ex. 2.4 reproduces his Ex. 224 (260), which gives part of the first 
strophe of the song (starting in ms. 7). The strophe begins in C minor on I and moves to V in ms. 
8. But instead of returning to I in the second half of ms. 8, IV appears. IV, F minor, then governs 
ms. 9, ms. 10, and the first half of ms. 11. The most important thing to notice about this extended 
rumination on IV is the chromatic E  in the piano in ms. 10. When supported by C in the bass, as 
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it is here, we hear this chord as an applied V rather than as I . After returning to IV at the 
beginning of ms. 11, confirming our supposition that the chord in ms. 10 is V to F minor’s I, the 
song moves to II in C minor before coming to rest on V in ms. 12. Schenker’s annotations 
suggest that while he certainly hears C minor as a continual presence, he also hears IV as a 
temporary I (as indicated between the staves), which is confirmed as a such through a I–V–I 
progression seemingly in F minor. The most intriguing thing about the analytical markings is the 
suggestion that we’re to understand the first F minor triad as both I and IV.
49
 Schenker’s notation 
indicates a need to both preserve tradition (through the use of common analytical symbols) while 
at the same time suggesting a stratification of levels of importance. He uses the roman numerals 
familiar from the tradition of Stufentheorie while at the same refusing the notion of 
modulation.
50
 F minor is not heard as a separate key area but instead gathers a single chromatic 
tone (in this case E ) to itself and becomes tonic-like. But it still retains its ultimate scale-degree 
identity as IV in C minor and therefore becomes a higher and more abstract unit by being both at 
the same time. Schenker’s description of direct tonicization attempts to straddle the line between 
hearing an underlying non-changing scale degree and the suggestion of an important change at 
some other layer.
51
 The fact that Schenker labels F minor as IV indicates that F minor is a Stufe 
                                                
49
 This is not so different from the roman-numeral interpretation discussed in Chapter 1 in 
conjunction with Schenker’s analysis of the Haydn G minor Piano Sonata. 
 
50
 In the Weberian tradition, this type of analytical notation would be unremarkable. F minor 
would be heard as a separate key and the analytical notation would be shown underneath the 
score with the beginning and ending F minor triads shown as both I and IV. We have seen how 
this fragments the piece into small units each containing assimilable elements. Depending on the 
specific circumstances, these separate units may or may not be easily assimilated into a concrete 
unity. 
 
51
 “It is not only the scale-step, as a comprehensive unit of a higher order, that strives to attain 
the value of a tonic; often it is an individual tone, even one of a quite secondary importance” 
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rather than a tone. Since Schenker has been at pains to show that the scale degree, as an abstract 
unit, can contain multiple triads, it’s not clear why he feels the need to label the I–V–I 
progression in F minor as such in the first place. Shouldn’t the label IV be enough to subsume 
this small chromatic inflection? Perhaps, but that type of completely monotonal analysis will not 
be part of Schenkerian theory until Meisterwerk essays in the mid 1920s. The surface 
tonicization, using the altered E , allows Schenker to show that F minor becomes a quasi-tonic. 
By indicating this between the staves, while maintaining the C minor roman numerals below the 
score, he can show both the abstract and concrete operating at the same time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Example 2.4: Schubert, “Die Stadt” from Heinrich Schenker, Harmony (1906), trans. 
Elisabeth Mann Borgese (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1954), Ex. 224, p. 237 
©1954 by The University of Chicago Press. 
 
                                                
(272). This means that not only can a chord attain the role of tonic, but that even a single pitch 
can, given certain contexts, usurp the role of the tonic pitch-class. 
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Example 2.5: Schubert, “Die Allmacht” from Heinrich Schenker, Harmony (1906), trans. 
Elisabeth Mann Borgese (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1954), Ex. 237, p. 256  
©1954 by The University of Chicago Press. 
 
The difference between direct and indirect tonicization can be seen by comparing 
Schenker’s discussion of “Die Stadt” to his analysis of “Die Allmacht” D. 852 (1825). Ex. 2.5 
reproduces the song’s opening measures (268). The song is quite chromatic, so that one must 
question just how Schenker hears any particular scale degree as having been tonicized. A closer 
look reveals that at least two pitch-classes fit the bill. We must remember that indirect 
tonicization occurs when chromatic change precedes the tonicized scale degree. The excerpt 
begins on a C major triad, and all of Schenker’s roman-numeral annotations correspond to a 
hearing that ultimately occurs in C major. Almost immediately, however, the music sinks into 
chromaticism, suggesting that things will not be so simple. In ms. 2 the bass moves down to B  
while the upper hand of the piano moves to D and G . When G  moves up to A and B  moves 
down to A at ms. 3, we hear A indirectly tonicized, having been emphasized by the preceding 
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chromaticism. A, however, supports not a diatonic minor triad, but rather a major one, with C  
rather than C . Since we tend to hear raised notes as leading tones, we might also imagine A 
major as pointing toward another tonicized scale degree. And indeed C  does indicate a 
tonicization, but not right away. Instead, the song unexpectedly veers to an F major triad in ms. 
4, which Schenker labels as IV in C major. On the second beat of the measure, however, C  and 
B  return, and when the song moves to a D minor triad at ms. 5, we hear these chromatic pitches 
as indirectly tonicizing it. On the second beat of ms. 5, the piano moves to an F –C–E –A 
harmony much like the chord that indirectly tonicized D minor in ms. 4. F  then moves to G in 
the bass, at which point Schenker suggests that, despite the C major triad sounding above it, G in 
the bass indicates V in C major. Indirect tonicization, then, does not necessarily rely on what we 
might call applied Vs, but can also use the power of the chromaticism to raise a particular pitch-
class out of the diatonic flow. The underlying scale still operates, but each of these 
chromaticisms show how each scale degree strives for the role of tonic. Schenker shows this by 
adding accidentals to the roman numerals he places underneath the score. Indirect tonicization 
thus allows for chromaticism to be registered beneath the score. Chromatic alteration, however, 
does nothing to change the perception that a scale degree can subsume multiple harmonies 
underneath its roman-numeral sign. Brown writes that “just as all seven diatonic Stufen are 
required within the system, so their various chromatic counterparts are also essential. As we have 
seen, these chromatic Stufen do not elaborate or substitute for diatonic Stufen, they are 
alternative ways of expressing the same harmonic state” (14). This in many ways completes the 
more abstract nature of the scale degree, since chromatically changed scale degrees are heard as 
alternatives to their diatonic twins. As Schenker’s annotations to “Der Allmacht” show, however, 
this does not mean that he ignores pitches and chords involved in tonicization. He instead shows 
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the accidentals on the roman numerals below the score. There is no need to suggest an alternative 
tonicized key, nor is there is any suggestion that any other scale degree attains tonic status. In 
other words, the analysis does not illustrate tonicization — in our common understanding of the 
term — at all.
52
 Understood in terms of Schenker’s more abstract conception of the scale degree, 
chromatic scale degrees participate in the underlying diatonic progression rather lie outside of it. 
 
 
Example 2.6: Schenker’s altered chord from Heinrich Schenker, Harmony (1906), trans. 
Elisabeth Mann Borgese (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1954), Ex. 256, p. 281  
©1954 by The University of Chicago Press. 
 
 
 
The idea of alteration is crucial to understanding just how Schenker conceives of the 
universal nature of the scale degree. He suggests that “tonicization really is the source of the so-
called ‘altered chords’” (277). Thus chords other theorists have regarded as unnameable are 
actually results of tonicization and its attendant effects. The one other form of alteration 
Schenker discusses occurs when a chord can be heard as a combination of two chords from two 
different keys. While this is not the most common occurrence of alteration, it nonetheless 
provides yet another glimpse into the complicated nature of the scale degree. Ex. 2.6 reproduces 
                                                
52
 In a footnote to the translation, Oswald Jonas suggests that the two descending thirds actually 
form a descending fifth, thus a quasi V–to–I progression from C through A to F (268). While this 
is a possible explanation, it is perhaps the most assimilatory of all possibilities and, indeed, the 
connection — two thirds creating the same effect as a descending fifth — is difficult to hear. It is 
assimilatory because it assumes that a “correct” harmonic progression for the piece must be in 
the form of a fifth, thus bending the music to suit an a priori assumption of a certain type of 
coherence. 
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his Ex. 256 (281), where he suggests that D –F–G –B  can be heard as a combination of II in F 
major and V in C major, thus opening up multiple avenues for its continuation.
53
 This type of 
alteration can be linked to tonicization, but because Schenker suggests that this chord has 
characteristics of harmonies in two distinct keys and therefore cannot be subsumed within a 
single scale degree, there is the possibility of an actual change in key when one encounters it. 
Alteration thus further complicates the concept of a scale degree, since Schenker highlights a 
chord that consists of the combination of two potential scale degrees from two unrelated keys. 
This has a remarkable effect on musical analysis, creating a moment of disintegration, 
despite Schenker’s attempts to the contrary. However, Schenker recognizes the special 
significance of such moments when he suggests that “thus we feel at the same time the nearness 
and the remoteness of a tonic; and this creates a peculiarly suspended atmosphere” (282). 
Depending on which path the music follows the tonic may be further removed or it may end up 
closer than ever. If the tonic is made closer than ever, modulation is avoided. 
The sole criterion by which to recognize the system remains in the fact that 
modulation — if we feel tempted to mistake tonicization for modulation — is not 
consummated in any of these cases; therefore, we do not lose the feeling for the 
purely diatonic relationships among scale-steps. (288) 
 
Tonicization, therefore, enables the specific and abstract to interact in productive and interesting 
ways. The fact that we hear the scale degree as encompassing multiple harmonies facilitates 
chromatic change while adhering to the conceptual basis of the scale degrees, encountering 
chords and scale degrees as both harmonious and in conflict with each other. However, what of 
true modulation?, for as he writes, we must not mistake tonicization for modulation. Despite his 
later renunciation of modulation, Schenker believes goes to some length to explain how his 
                                                
53
 This chord is, of course, also an augmented sixth chord in common parlance. 
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conception of modulation, coupled with the scale degree, results in a greater understanding of 
harmonic phenomena.
54
  
Modulation means a complete change from one key to another. This change must 
be so complete that the original key does not return. In this lies the essential 
difference between modulation and those changes to chromatically simulated keys 
which are changes only apparently, while in reality they are fuller elaboration of a 
strictly diatonic scale-step, whereby the diatonic system must be assumed to 
continue.
55
 (321) 
 
Schenker differs from previous theorists in how he conceives of non-modulation. One might 
think that because of Schenker’s predilection to hear scale degrees in the abstract he would not 
want to acknowledge the possibility of full-scale modulations from one key (with its attendant 
scale degrees) into another. For if, as Brown suggests, all chromatic and diatonic scale degrees 
can be conceived of in a single key, then chromatic scale degrees can be thought of as merely 
stand-ins for their diatonic versions. But this would deny the very possibility of modulation, and 
while this seems to be where Schenker eventually wants to go, here the situation is more 
complicated. 
Schenker often seems conflicted about modulation; he leaves it to near the end of treatise 
and suggests that scale degrees can create simulated keys quite easily without becoming full 
                                                
54
 Brian Hyer writes that “Schenker … heard modulations as temporary ‘tonicizations’ of non-
tonic scale degrees rather than permanent departures form the original tonic. This allowed him to 
regard entire pieces as recursive hierarchies of harmonies, as progressions within progressions.” 
See “Tonality,” in The Cambridge History of Western Music, ed. Thomas Christensen 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 741. This view is based on writings from Der 
freie Satz. In Harmonielehre, Schenker is explicit that modulations do indeed exist, although he 
is clearly conflicted about them. 
 
55
 The above is quite similar to Weber’s conception of modulation, though for Weber the ear 
determines how and when modulation has occurred. 
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modulations.
56
 These simulated keys are assimilated into the underlying diatonic structure via an 
understanding that the diatonic system has not been abandoned but rather enhanced. However, as 
Schenker writes, a mere page after describing simulated keys, “it need not be stressed, that in 
those cases where a composer deliberately abandons a certain diatonic system we have 
absolutely no right to deny that a real modulation has taken place” (299). Note that he 
emphasizes that a composer abandons a certain diatonic system rather than moves smoothly 
moving between two different ones. Schenker goes to some trouble to depict modulation as an 
extreme event, something that only occurs as a result of conscious action on the part of the 
composer. As an abstract concept, the scale degree can and does embody multiple potentialities 
for harmonic verticalities; it thus requires a rather extraordinary musical event to break this hold 
and suggest a different set of scale degrees. Schenker identifies only certain sections of 
compositions in which modulations often occur, thus marking these out as non-normative. The 
most common of these are development sections, although he does suggest that modulation can 
and does occur elsewhere, sometimes describing those sections as “modulatory parts” (300). He 
suggests that to construct a single diatonic system for these sections would be to impose artificial 
theory on musical reality (299). These are special moments. 
Given his discussion of scale degrees in Harmonielehre, we might expect Schenker to 
regard modulation as something that shouldn’t happen. The abstract scale degree should be able 
to accommodate chromatic alterations, even ones that occur over long spans of musical time. 
Modulations entail a change in the underlying diatonic system, a concept Schenker until now has 
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 “Obviously, we must not confuse such simulated keys, extending over larger passages, with 
those more modest chromatic changes applied to the diatonic scale-steps, when they are to play 
but a secondary role according to the pattern of tonicization. Considering that all the simulated 
keys enumerated earlier do not in any way cancel the main key, we must obviously welcome 
them as an enormous increasing in compositional means, designed to enhance the effect of the 
diatonic system” (298). 
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been at pains to complicate. For Schenker, modulations are special musical effects, which occur 
in only three specific and identifiable ways. “Modulations in this strict sense of the term may be 
divided into three groups: (1) modulation by changing the meaning of a harmony; (2) modulation 
by chromatic change; and (3) modulation by enharmonic change” (321). Modulations occur 
where the more abstract sense of the scale degree has been suspended and its nature as a specific 
chord comes to the fore: “assuming … that a triad in a certain place represents a certain scale-
step, transition to another key is made possible by the simple fact that this same triad has the 
values of other scale-steps as well, each of which may be used ad lib. to effect the change” (321). 
He then goes on to write: 
Such a change is at first quite inconspicuous, so to speak silent; for this reason I 
should like to suggest calling it a ‘silent modulation.’ We recognize it only by its 
consequences, i.e., by the fact that the new key, initiated by the change of 
meaning of a certain scale-step, asserts itself in the subsequent harmonies, and 
certainly it does not yield its place to the original key. In general, a cadence in the 
new key has proved to the most suitable means to fortify the new key and thus to 
make the modulation real and complete. (321) 
 
One begins to wonder, after the extensive discussion of tonicization, how modulation by 
changing meaning is in any way a different concept? Rather than providing a concrete answer, 
Schenker acknowledges the difficulty of knowing exactly when a modulation has occurred and 
illustrates this via the analysis of selected musical passages. Here he is reluctant to promote an a 
priori closed system over actual musical passages. It is the slippage between the scale degree as 
an all-encompassing abstract concept and its realization as a specific chord that creates the 
tension we feel in trying to pin down the difference between tonicization and modulation. 
In attempting to integrate the more abstract properties of scale degrees into the concept of 
modulation and thus keep with his overall plan of showing how the scale degree underlies 
harmony, Schenker shows, through the use of extensive musical examples, that “modulation by 
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changing the meaning of a scale-step not only is not impeded by the combination of the major 
and minor system” but on the contrary “is rather helped by it” (325).
57
 We are not meant to hear 
modulation when a piece alternates, for example, between G major and G minor. Despite this, 
his insecurity with modulation once again shines through in his selections for analysis. He writes 
that modulation is appropriate for Chopin’s Prelude in D  Major, Op. 28, No. 15, because the 
measure under discussion comes from the middle part of a song form (326-327). In other words, 
the piece occurs in a form in which modulations are commonplace. For Schenker, these forms 
tend to be either preludes or songs, both of which are motivated (as Schenker understands it) by 
motivic concerns rather than the elaboration of the underlying diatonic system. This seems to 
denigrate modulation, despite Schenker’s following excursis on how one goes about determining 
whether a modulation has taken place. It places the burden of truth on form rather than harmony. 
In addition, for modulation by change of meaning, he is able to assimilate “unrelated keys” by 
suggesting that “combination” — the replacement of a minor key with its parallel major or vice 
versa — enables these two keys to be equally related to the original key (327-328). There is one 
further aspect of this mode of modulation that might create a complication, which is a chromatic 
alteration of the scale degree itself. But this is a false complication because “the fulcrum of the 
modulation rests here on the root tones alone, in the scale-steps themselves” (328). Modulation 
by change of meaning, in other words, is not something effected by the chromatic alteration of 
                                                
57
 In a surprising moment that lends insight into how uncomfortable Schenker is with the idea of 
modulation, he actually seems to compliment “current textbooks.” Schenker rarely mentions 
other textbooks in Harmonielehre, and when he does so it is to show why and how they are 
wrong in their assumptions and conclusions. Here, however, he suggests that current teaching is 
correct when suggesting that certain chords — chords with the possibility of a change of 
meaning — form an excellent means of modulation. Schenker writes that “this [the idea that 
certain chords have multiple meanings] explains why the current textbooks most emphatically 
recommend, of all the so-called ‘means of modulation,’ these univalent chords” (325). It may 
seem a small point, but it does hint at the underlying tension. 
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the scale degree. He invokes the scale degree as an abstract entity, in which chromatic alterations 
do not change its identity, precisely to show this fact. 
The second form of modulation, modulation by chromatic change, flows easily from the 
discussion of chromatic alternation of the scale degree. Schenker posits that “chromatic change is 
not tied ineluctably to the service of the diatonic system; rather, it may pursue its own ends as 
well. Thus it happens quite frequently that a chromatic contrast is used not to return to the 
diatonic system but rather to take definite leave of it” (330). This means that a chromatic 
alteration may at times dissolve the current diatonic system in favor of a new one. In such cases, 
chromaticism pursues “its own ends.” The chromatic alteration of a scale degree, therefore, could 
potentially result in something disintegrated, or non-assimilated. As to how to determine whether 
modulation by chromatic alteration has occurred, he writes that 
it is only the subsequent step progression that brings clarity. If after the chromatic 
change we see the original diatonic system returning — the one that dominated 
before the change took place — we shall learn from this fact that the chromatic 
change functioned merely in service of the diatonic system, as explained above. If 
the original diatonic system fails to return, we must assume the new diatonic 
system to have originated at the moment of the chromatic change; and this 
chromatic change must be considered to be the means by which the modulation 
has been effected. In this case we must take the chromatic change at its face 
value, so to speak; in other words, the chromatically changed harmony would 
come into its own right, which accrues to it from its modulatory meaning, instead 
of having only a simulated significance. (330) 
 
We only can identify if modulation has happened via chromatic alteration by the progression that 
occurs after the alteration. If the original key does not return, then this chromatic alteration is 
heard to instantiate the modulation. The primary difference between modulation by chromatic 
alteration and a mere chromatic alteration is that a new key results directly from the chromatic 
alteration in the first while the original key continues to hold sway in the second. When does one 
determine that the original key won’t be returning? As we have seen, tonicization can occur via 
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chromatic alteration, and can even last for a relatively long period of time. For modulation to 
occur, would the original key have to be abolished forever? This rarely happens in eighteenth 
and nineteenth-century music, yet in Schenker’s comments on modulation one hears the 
beginnings of a theory that would seem to suggest that modulation only exists at all when a piece 
begins in one key and ends in another, or in an unstable region of the piece that changes key at 
regular intervals.
58
 Modulation, if understood as an absolute change of key, destroys the ability 
to organize music around a tonic. Modulation is the means by which the analyst can continue to 
assign roman numerals, but modulation is so radical that it involves the actual erasure of the 
original key. Modulation makes the music literally forget its past, because in order to be true 
modulation there can be no trace of the previous key in the new one. If it were otherwise it would 
be tonicization, not modulation. This of course creates a situation not unlike non-assimilation. 
The modulations Schenker highlights could thus be heard as moments when non-assimilation 
occurs. Modulations force music into new paths and onto new horizons. 
The most interesting mode of modulation — at least from the prospective of assimilation 
into some kind of a priori conception of musical space — is that via enharmonic alteration. For 
Schenker, modulation by enharmonic change relies, once again, on the idea that a single chord 
can be heard in two different diatonic contexts. This chord, while heard as a scale degree, has the 
potential to function in two different keys. Schenker suggests that enharmonicism was 
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 As we know, the idea of a single key underlying an entire piece is eventually fleshed out into 
the Ursatz. Schenker’s seeming apprehension concerning modulation in Harmonielehre can be 
linked to the fact that modulations create potentially non-assimilable musical phenomena which 
in turn conflict with the very notion of an abstract scale degree. As such, modulation via 
chromatic alteration warrants a scant two pages in the text, testimony to its problematic 
relationship to the scale degree. 
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introduced, as an artificial element, at the same time as equal temperment.
59
 The fact that he 
describes enharmonicism as being “artificial” is important, as he has been at pains throughout 
Harmonielehre to suggest that scale degrees are natural phenomena. The use of enharmonicism 
to produce modulation thus has the air of artifice about it. Schenker, as usual, has a rather unique 
perspective on its use: 
One would think that temperation should have completely absorbed the difference 
between two such tones — what else would it be good for? Modulation by 
enharmonic change, however, is particularly well suited to demonstrate that the 
two tones which have undergone an enharmonic change remain basically as 
different as they were before the use of temperation. This is explained by the fact 
that, after the enharmonic change has been completed, i.e., in accordance with the 
new harmonic phenomenon, the diatonic sphere suddenly becomes an entirely 
different one, so totally different that there is no connection whatever between the 
keys to which the two enharmonically exchanged tones of the triad belong. (332)  
  
The concrete aspect of the scale degree illuminates the fact that enharmonicism entails artifice, 
yet enharmonicism is a necessary quality, allowing for two completely different diatonic spheres 
with their own sets of attendant concrete scale degrees to interact in the unfolding of a piece. 
When the composer exploits this artifice, playing off the difference between the two diatonic 
spheres, this allows the analyst, via the naming of the enharmonic pitch(es), to assimilate these 
differing spheres, at least at the surface level of the work. Modulation by enharmonic change 
allows the composer to change the concrete nature of a scale degree without changing any of its 
equally tempered pitches. This is a powerful tool, since it works directly within the scale degree, 
rather than positing an abstract, conceptual basis for modulation lying outside concrete musical 
reality. For Schenker, enharmonic modulation functions as a compositional tool, allowing the 
composer to exploit its inherent potential for artistic means. Perhaps the most important thing 
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 “Temperation introduced into music a new element of art, of artificiality, which enables us, 
e.g., to take B  and C, C  and D , etc., for identical tones. If this fact is exploited in the course of 
a real work of art, we are faced with an enharmonic change” (332). 
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about the relationship between all forms of modulation and the conceptualization of the scale 
degree as something more than its mere concrete realization as a chord is that it renders the 
invisible, imaginary nature of the scale degree visible. If the scale degree is truly something 
above the surface level of the score, then modulation, understood as an abandonment of one key 
for another, brings it back down to its chordal identity. Modulation forces us to recognize chords 
that even an abstract scale degree cannot subsume. 
This section began by wandering through and around the nature of Schenker’s scale 
degrees, wondering whether it was concrete or abstract, rational or irrational, spiritual or 
musical. Recreating Schenker’s argument about the nature of the scale degrees suggests that it is 
complicated, at times leaning toward one conception or the other, but always having a shade of 
each. This is why Harmonielehre is the one of the least written about of all of Schenker’s works. 
It does not give the modern reader an easy set of analytical tools by which to create a machine-
like analytical system. As Schenker writes in the preface, “in contrast to other books of music 
theory, conceived, one might say, for their own sake and apart from art, the aim of this book is to 
build a real and practicable bridge from composition to theory” (1). That this bridge is difficult to 
cross should not surprise us.  
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III  Enharmonic Scale Degrees 
 
If Schenker’s description of enharmonicism is vague and unspecific, Rafael Atlas’s 
dissertation is anything but.
60
 In his dissertation, the most extensive theoretical work on 
enharmony in print, he writes that  
we determine the step function of a pitch relative to those pitches preceding and 
following it, or occurring simultaneously with it; that is, we must consider an 
environment of a given pitch when assigning a degree name to it. Enharmony 
involves multiple step function in a pitch(-class); it therefore comes about when a 
pitch(-class) belongs to more than one context, each of which confers upon the 
pitch(-class) a distinct step function.
61
 
 
For Atlas, the diatonic context determines whether or not to use enharmonic reinterpretation in 
the identification of a scale degree. Assimilation, as a concept, underlies the use of 
enharmonicism in most of its analytical applications, enabling seemingly disparate musical 
pitches to be subsumed within an underlying, imposed structure. It often entails an intervention 
by the listener in the tonal space of the piece, in which he/she attempts to determine which of 
two or more interpretations makes for the smoothest, most efficient harmonic movement. Atlas 
writes that 
identifying the actual function(s) of a pitch(-class) in a given context thus 
involves selecting one degree name (or more) and rejecting others. The process of 
selection is governed by principles of harmonic and linear progression. According 
to these principles, some degree names for the relevant pitch(-class) are consistent 
with degree names for other members of the context, and certain others are more 
difficult to sustain. (12) 
 
The selection of one “degree name” over another has the potential to be problematic; alternate 
interpretations could be musically valid. By selecting one degree name over another, the analyst 
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 As we shall see in Chapter 4, Schenker’s use of enharmonicism in Der freie Satz is particularly 
fascinating. 
 
61
 Atlas, “The Diachronic Recognition of Enharmonic Equivalence,” 2. 
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assumes Stufentheorie a priori, yet enharmonicism renders any Stufentheorie contingent, as all 
theories are to one degree or another. Despite this contingency, Atlas actually spends much of 
the dissertation dealing with how enharmonicism might be conceived theoretically and 
analytically as a quasi-Stufentheorie. 
Atlas’s perspective on enharmonicism is unique. Most theorists use enharmonic 
reinterpretation to ensure coherence (by means of assimilation) in a particular analysis, without 
giving much thought to its formal and historical implications. In general terms, the problem of 
the enharmonic arises when we attempt to map a functional diatonic system onto chromatic 
space.
62
 The very idea of enharmonicism assumes that the latter is always defined in terms of 
irreducible qualia.
63
 These qualia are not letter names like B  or A  but rather the measurable 
acoustic frequencies of pitches. Theories that use enharmonicism reduce pitches to beats-per-
second identities, which in turn creates paradoxes within Stufentheorie. Enharmony, however, 
isn’t an alternative to Stufentheorie. In a Stufentheorie, one can hear a pitch as either A  or B  in 
given context, but not both.
64
 We must chose one name over the other in any given context as a 
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 The classic example of the problems with defining pitch by absolute qualia can be found in 
Margaret Bent’s discussion of diatonic ficta, which does the opposite, mapping the chromatic 
system onto a diatonic pitch space. Her discussion hinges on the hexachord system in which a 
ficta alteration in one voice demands a subsequent alteration in another. This results in a situation 
in which solfege requires continual adjustment, with the end result that same letter name could 
be sung at different pitches at different points in the music. See Margaret Bent, “Diatonic 
‘Ficta,’” Early Music History 4 (1984): 1-48. 
 
63
 A famous example of this issue occurs between Riemann and Reger. Riemann publicly  
“corrects” the opening of Reger’s “Ein Drängen” by changing all the flats to sharps in order to 
make the notation fit within F  minor, essentially simplifying it. See Rehding, Hugo Riemann 
and the Birth of Modern Musical Thought, 2-4. 
 
64
 Rehding considers this issue in the context of his critique of Riemann’s analyses of Beethoven. 
He writes that Riemann “questioned whether notated keys adequately reflected how the 
harmonic relations … should really be imagined or whether enharmonic changes … should be 
inserted to aid our harmonic imagination. …. Even though the piano sound could not 
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logical outcome of the analytical process. While enharmonicism allows assimilation to flourish, 
the story is, as always, more complicated. Atlas writes that “enharmony and chromaticism may 
be regarded as opposites.”  
On the one hand, chromaticism stems from the fact that every diatonic degree 
may be altered; as a consequence, several pitch-classes can be subsumed under a 
single degree name. In the key of C major, for example, the three pitch-classes E , 
E, and E  can all represent some chromatic form of scale degree 3. On the other 
hand, enharmony stems from the fact that one scale degree in one key can be 
represented by a single pitch-class. In the key of C major, for example, the single 
pitch class D /E/F  can represent the three distinct step functions ,  and ” (1). 
  
For Atlas, the problem is one of how to find the correct degree name for a particular pitch-class. 
The concept of enharmonic reinterpretation, seemingly imbued with assimilatory power, could, 
however, be understood as weakening the bonds of tonal coherence. Atlas describes two other 
factors that are essential to the recognition of enharmonicism. Factor 1 occurs when “two 
variants belong to the same pitch-class,” which “activates a tendency to interpret them as 
functionally identical” (3). Factor 2 occurs when two variants “belong to different contexts, 
which endow each variant with a distinct function. This activates the perception that they are 
functionally different” (3-4). Enharmonic reinterpretation is thus context dependent. 
Perhaps the tension between the different aspects of enharmonicism can be better seen 
when looked at through two different perspectives. If we think of it from the perspective of the 
composer rather than from the perspective of the analyst, we are engaging with the concept that 
pitch is tied to an absolute bps identity. The composer then exploits the “magic” of the absolute 
pitch identity to move between distantly notated key areas without bothering to recognize 
                                                
differentiate between A  and G , conceptually this distinction was significant.” The distinction 
was significant because Riemann needed to be able to enharmonically reinterpret a particular 
pitch in order to fit it within how he conceived of harmonic relationships. Alexander Rehding, 
“Tonality Between Rule and Repertory; Or, Riemann’s Functions — Beethoven’s Function,” 
Music Theory Spectrum 33/2 (2011): 115. 
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whether they are at all functionally related. The analyst, on the other hand, exploits 
enharmonicism by imposing roman numerals on the music and respelling the “misspelled” notes 
in the key to which the roman numerals belong. In other words, from the perspective of the 
composer — i.e. the music — enharmonicism enables movement into a potentially disintegrative 
area, while for the listener it permits assimilation of precisely the same area. The technology of 
enharmonicism creates a means to bindingly organize the artwork’s parts for both analyst/subject 
and musical composition/object. The analyst mistrusts the magic of enharmonic reinterpretation, 
using this very concept — by showing how what might initially be thought of as a disintegrative 
move is actually easily integrated if only one reinterprets a certain pitch-class — to explain how 
the magic works, while the composition uses the idea to expand the space in which it unfolds.  
There is thus a conflict between these two perspectives on musical unfolding: one which 
sees the magic of enharmonicism as an enabling agent, the other of which wishes to explain this 
magic by ensuring that it’s placed in the service of total organization. If we hear enharmonicism 
as a technology that facilitates assimilation, and thus label pitches accordingly, we run certain 
risks. As Brian Hyer puts it, 
in our will towards absolute musical knowledge, we tend to reduce the music to a 
mere assemblage of conceptual data (neighbor notes, passing tones, etc.), so that 
one is sometimes hard pressed to imagine a reason for ever listening to the music 
again: as soon as the structure of the music has been determined once and for all 
(this being the hard bargain that formalism drives), listening becomes little more 
than an ear-training exercise, having as its goal a sober, reverential appreciation of 
an a priori musical truth, an informed understanding that privileges the 
measurable, the repeatable, and the visualizable.
65
 
 
With enharmonic reinterpretation, we have to be careful — as we do with most analytical 
techniques — not to assume that once we have determined which scale degree a given pitch-
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 Brian Hyer, “Second Immediacies in the Eroica,” in Music Theory in the Age of Romanticism, 
ed. Ian Bent (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 102.  
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class belongs to, that we automatically deny other, opposing interpretations. The key concept 
here is that of formalism: not only that there are formal patterns underlying the music prior to 
analysis, but that our very theories of musical structure can be formalized to such an extent that 
they are unassailable. Atlas employs both a “strong” and “weak” formalism in his attempts to 
explain the problems of enharmonic reinterpretation within a scale-degree perspective. The 
formal identification of a single structure for a piece means that each of its particulars must be 
subsumed within the whole a goal enharmonic reinterpretation is often used to further. 
An interesting example of enharmonic reinterpretation — and of the inherent paradox of 
the project itself — can be found in Atlas’s discussion of Schubert’s “Selige Welt” D. 743 
(1822). The song is relatively short, a mere twenty-one measures long, but its harmonic language 
is striking. Atlas’s analysis of the song hinges on a mechanism he calls an “enharmonic juncture” 
(62). An enharmonic juncture happens when a discrepancy occurs between the labels produced 
for a particular harmony or set of harmonies by two different analytical judgments. In this we 
associate variant step-functions with a single pitch-class. Atlas defines two formal analytical 
procedures for the determination of step-function in the pages preceding his discussion of 
“Selige Welt.” He describes the analytical attitude underlying procedure (1) as such: 
Successive harmonies are diatonically related. (Throughout the progression at 
issue, several keys are involved.) With reference to a single initially established 
key, a functional profile is thereby developed for the whole progression. In this 
referential key, the degree function of each harmonic root is unequivocal. This 
procedure is characterized by interpretation of harmonies on a successive basis. 
(56) 
 
Suggestive here is the idea that we interpret specific harmonies based not only on the underlying 
key, but also on what we imagine as the logical conclusion of a specific harmonic progression. 
What is not clear from this description is how successive harmonies are diatonically related, but 
he does explain this issue in his discussion of the phenomena. By “diatonically related” Atlas 
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means “the continuous functional association of successive harmonies” (57). Local diatonic 
progressions, that is, take precedence over any reinterpretation based on pre-existing knowledge, 
or with any knowledge of where a progression might go. 
 
 
 
 
 
5 
Figure 2.1: Schubert, “Selige Welt” D. 743 (1822). 
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Procedure (2), on the other hand, involves the interpretation of successive harmonies on 
the basis of previous musical experience, i.e., with the knowledge that most pieces begin and end 
on I in the same key.
66
 If the logical conclusion to a particular succession of harmonies entails an 
enharmonic reinterpretation of a certain pitch-class, then this is the correct way to discover its 
scale-degree identity. Procedure (2) suggests that 
other factors presently to be discussed cause the listener functionally to relate a 
given harmony to a referential key sense, independently of the progression which 
introduces the harmony. This procedure is characterized by association of 
temporally distant harmonies, association made independently of functional 
relations between successive harmonies. Note that the referential key sense may 
be momentarily obscured or eclipsed by local harmonic events. (56) 
 
The association of temporally distant harmonies — especially ones that open and close a 
particular piece — is perhaps the most vital part of procedure (2). We can think of this concept in 
the following terms: when we hear an A  major triad in the global context of A  major, we 
assume it to be I and, in addition, do not attempt any enharmonic reinterpretation of its scale-
degree identity in order to fit it into a well-formed harmonic progression. We are conditioned to 
hear, especially at the beginnings and endings of pieces, an A  major chord in A  major as the 
tonic. This means that the formal logic of a certain local progression — for example one that 
suggests A  is in fact enharmonically G  — should be superseded in favor of the understanding 
that A  is always to be heard as I in A  major. Global considerations, in other words, are to be 
preferred over local ones. But while we find procedure (2) commonsensical, it also seems more 
assimilatory, based as it is on the identification of scale-degree identity with absolute bps 
identity, something we know from previous discussion is potentially problematic. This conflation 
of the scale-degree identity and bps identity is a rhetorical gesture of assimilation, rather than a 
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 One would think that this would be procedure (1), given that it might be termed our “normal” 
analytical attitude.  
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formally consistent one. Procedure (2) only seems more assimilatory in that it seems more 
natural. Ironically, the rhetorical gesture of a return to tonic, assumed to be the most assimilatory 
of all musical moves, is in fact based on something outside of the system, the identification of 
scale degree with acoustical absolutes.  
As we can well imagine, a conflict between procedures (1) and (2) could lead us to the 
location of a particularly anomalous harmonic event. This might take the form of a moment 
where we are inclined to hold the two procedures in tension with each other rather than ruling in 
favor of one or the other. In Atlas’s hearing of “Selige Welt” just such a moment occurs. He 
identifies a series of variations involving C  that lead to multiple interpretations of C ’s degree 
function. In addition, he shows that the pitch identity of the pitch-class E /F  is a key feature of 
the juncture. This particular pitch-class precipitates two incompatible scale-degree interpretations 
depending on which procedure is followed. The score for the song is reproduced above. The 
song begins in A  major, which is confirmed as tonic by the full cadence at the end of the first 
phrase in ms. 6. Immediately after this full cadence, the song moves chromatically to C  major, 
starting with the emergence of the pitch C  in ms. 7 and confirmed by the full cadence in ms. 9. 
C  major continues to hold sway from ms. 10-14, in an interesting passage that moves from I to 
V in ms. 11-12, and from V back to I in ms. 13-14. C  re-emerges on the third beat of ms. 14, but 
is quickly subsumed within a highly chromatic passage that ultimately moves to an E minor triad 
on the downbeat of ms. 16. On the third beat of ms. 16, the piano sounds a fully formed G 
dominant seventh chord in root position, which moves across the barline to a C minor tonic at 
ms. 17. The re-emergence of C  is, for Atlas, what causes the problem between procedures (1) 
and (2). In order to follow procedure (1) the analyst must engage in an enharmonic move which 
interprets C as D , or II  in C  major. 
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Example 2.7: Harmonic profile of Schubert, “Selige Welt” from “The Diachronic 
Recognition of Enharmonic Equivalence,” Fig. 23, Vol. 2, 37 ©1983 by Rafael Atlas. 
 
 
 
Ex. 2.7 reproduces Atlas’s Fig. 23 (Vol. 2, 37). The figure follows procedure (1), where 
scale degrees are measured successively from one event to the next. The topmost line of the 
diagram (grouped as a) shows the major harmonic events of the song, giving their letter names as 
Schubert spells them and their measure-number location. The next lines of the diagram (grouped 
together as b) give the degree functions of each successive root. The first line of the b section of 
the diagram shows the first two events as interpreted through the lens of A  major, moving from 
A  major in ms. 1 to C  major in ms. 9, labeled I and III, respectively. As we know, C  major 
assumes the role of a local tonic, and as such the next line of the diagram reinterprets III in A  
major as I in C  major. The next three harmonic events — G major in ms. 15, E minor in ms. 16, 
and C minor in ms. 17 — are given degree functions in C  major: G major is labeled VI, E 
minor IV , and C minor II . If, however, C minor were in fact II , then it should properly be 
b b b 
b 
b b 
b 
b b b b b b b 
b b b b b b b b 
b b 
b b b 
b 
b 
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b 
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spelled D  minor. This is precisely what the next line of the diagram does, pivoting to D  and 
interpreting the chord at ms. 17 as I  in D  major. It follows, then, that the return to A  major 
should be interpreted in terms of D  major — the local tonic — as VI. VI in D  major, though, 
is B , not A . The next and final line of section b therefore suggests that the next key is B  
major and labels the harmony in ms. 18 I in B  major. The last section of the diagram (grouped 
as c), gives each of these newly interpreted degree functions — shown through the use of vertical 
lines — a root and corresponding degree function in A  major. In other words, each 
enharmonically reinterpreted pitch — for instance A /G in ms. 15 — is given an A  major 
degree function. A  major moves to C  major, which moves to A  major and then to F  minor, 
which then moves through D  minor to arrives on B  major in ms. 18. When these roots are 
given their degree functions in A  major, the chord in ms. 18 turns out to be II rather than I. If 
indeed we follow the logic of the local harmonic progressions without assuming that any 
harmonic entity has an absolute pitch identity, the diagram makes a great deal of sense. 
Logically, it is completely assimilative in that it is completely self-consistent. But in terms of our 
collective knowledge of tonal music, ending the song on II is counterintuitive.
67
 It entails the 
analytical creation of a completely anomalous harmony through the enharmonic re-imagining of 
the tonic triad. While this runs counter to most theoretical conventions regarding tonal music, it 
fulfills the logic of a hearing whose ultimate impetus is an attempt to interpret the degree 
functions of each component of the C minor triad in ms. 18 in C  major. This act is an attempt to 
assimilate a chord (C major in ms. 18) that points outside of the local diatonic region (C  major). 
Interpreting C as actually D  forces the analyst to hear the A  that ends the piece as B . This is 
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 Even though the song does not end in ms. 18, ms. 18 is where the opening music returns. If we 
were to hear the key in ms. 18 as B  major, the rest of the song would have to be interpreted 
accordingly.  
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formally consistent with the parameters of procedure (1). It gets rid of any sense of 
fragmentation by being completely rigorous in its application of the procedure. Instead of 
automatically hearing the return of the opening figure in ms. 18 as I in A  major — thereby 
hearing it as a kind of reprise — it assimilates this potentially fragmenting gesture to the formal 
model of procedure (1). This in turn completes a logical trajectory from C  major to B  major. 
The attempt to preserve C  major in ms. 17 by enharmonically imagining C as D  — to 
assimilate it to its local context — creates an analytical conundrum. 
If, however, we follow procedure (2), then the piece ends definitively on I in A  major.  
We follow procedure (2) by noticing that ms. 18-21 essentially mirror ms. 3-6, and because we 
interpreted ms. 3-6 as occurring as ending on I in A  major we are obligated to adhere to the 
same interpretation for ms. 18-21 (63). But the automatic hearing of the harmony in ms. 18 as I 
in A  major is a rhetorical gesture. It relies on an outside knowledge of tonal music and is 
therefore formally in consistent with the using only the internal material of the song itself as a 
basis for analysis In other words procedure (2) is not based on strong formal logic like procedure 
(1), but instead relies on the rhetoric of normative tonal music. In fact, procedure (2) fragments 
the song in order to make this rhetorical gesture possible. By hearing ms. 18-21 the same way as 
ms. 3-6, we cut off all the tension of the middle of the song and thus, paradoxically, the assumed 
assimilative gesture of returning to tonic is in fact fragmenting. This is highlighted by the strong 
disjunction between procedures (1) and (2) at ms. 17, the moment of enharmonic juncture. Since 
the enharmonic juncture entails the use of both procedures, it suggests that we have to at least 
recognize the possibility of each interpretation. Atlas writes that 
the enharmonic juncture theory … is diachronically oriented: It accounts for the 
fact that we can attribute two enharmonically equivalent functions to all members 
of a given harmony “at the same time”; and it identifies those situations in which 
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we will do so. In addition, it accounts for the fact that the harmony, in either 
function, may be diatonically related to the ones which precede and follow it. (95) 
 
An enharmonic juncture allows for two potentially conflicting interpretations to stand side by 
side rather than prioritizing one over the other before beginning to assign degree functions. This 
idea is interesting from the perspective of non-assimilation, since the enharmonic juncture allows 
for anomalous readings of a given harmony. Given that we often assume the use of 
enharmonicism to be an assimilative analytical technique, especially since many theories rely on 
absolute pitch identity, this is ironic because it suggests that a conflict in scale-degree identity 
can bring about anomaly  
Atlas urges us to “note that while a procedure (2) reading emerges in force with the 
reprise at ms. 17, characterizing the harmony in question as III/A  to contradict a procedure (1) 
reading of it as IV/A , it is difficult to locate the precise moment at which the two readings 
diverge” (64). When C minor is imposed at ms. 17, it is in fact just as easy to hear it 
enharmonically as D  minor, the logical continuation of C  major. While it seemingly 
contradicts everything we are meant to assume about how tonal music works, the formal model 
of procedure (1) is completely assimilative on its own terms. For Atlas, however, the tension 
inherent in the enharmonic juncture is — at least in this song — resolved in favor of procedure 
(2).  
According to our theory, the referential tonal sense [of] A  is in some sense 
present all along, even if it is temporarily suppressed by the local harmonic 
events. When one encounters the G/A  harmonies in the first half of ms. 15 and 
the last half of ms. 16, one is therefore aware, if only to a limited extent, that their 
roots are /A , rather than /A .  (64) 
 
Procedure (2) begins to take over at this moment, as the listener recognizes that G/A  is /A  not 
/A . We use previous tonal knowledge to wrench the piece back into a logical extension of A  
major, despite the implications of each pitch’s degree function in C  major.  
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Procedure (2) emerges as more plausible in that Atlas determines that both C and C , as 
pitch-classes, are understood as alternate expressions of the same scale degree in A  major — . 
He posits that “an enharmonic juncture therefore occurs during the descending sequence from 
the beginning of ms. 14 to the downbeat of ms. 17” (65). This confirms our sense that a reading 
based purely on procedure (1) contradicts — or at least runs counter to what we have been taught 
to assume is “correct” for tonal music — our sensibilities concerning how tonal music should go. 
The enharmonic juncture forces the analyst to confront the reality of the rhetorical return to I in 
A  major. For Atlas, procedure (2) takes firm control as the reprise is confirmed (65), and 
therefore the use of enharmonicism — at least in the case of interpreting C minor in ms. 17 as 
D  minor and interpreting A  major in ms. 21 as B  major, thus as II and not I — to 
assimilate harmonies to an a priori analytical perspective is shown here to largely contradict our 
underlying tonal knowledge. But from a strongly formalist perspective, the use of 
enharmonicism to suggest just the opposite is the correct result of the analytical activity. The 
very construction of procedure (1) easily assimilates the unassimable return to A  major despite 
the connotations of C  major. When we recognize the reprise starting in ms. 18 as re-instilling A  
major as I, our sense that we should enharmonically hear this section in terms of the implications 
of C  major falls away. Or at least our traditional analytical training begs us to do this. Atlas 
however, wants to have it both ways. He notes 
that it is possible to sustain an uninterrupted procedure (1) reading through the 
song, one which tells us to construe the C/D  root in m 17 as D , whence we 
proceed on to B , not A . Such a reading is not only locally consistent, but it also 
reflects our perception of the large harmonic structure pointed out earlier, one 
based on a series of descending thirds. (65) 
 
In other words, what might seem logical in a given passage is enharmonically illogical given the 
scope of the entire piece, and vice versa. Enharmonicism can be both enabling of our underlying 
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sense of how the music should go and disabling of certain “logical” analytical activities. It can 
provide contradictory support for two “logical” analytical viewpoints. This is the essence of 
using both procedure (1) and (2), both of which are in play until the reprise asserts (2) as the 
“correct” analytical tool. 
In effect, the A  major reprise and its related analytical notation are ghosted by the 
enharmonic re-notations of procedure (1). Or at least, this is what Atlas suggests — the drama 
here cannot be understated. The problem is the idea that the return to A  major in ms. 18 destroys 
our ability to plausibly hear in terms of procedure (1), when in fact, from a strictly formal 
perspective, it does not. The disjunction between procedures (1) and (2) can provide a new non-
assimilatory perspective on certain moments. One can imagine, for instance, making an 
argument for the enharmonic non-assimilation of C  major in the context of the reimposition of 
C minor in ms. 17 and the subsequent return A  major. Indeed, hearing the return to A  major in 
ms. 18 as a reprise fragments the otherwise completely assimilating procedure (1). Above all, 
enharmonic reinterpretation involves scale-degree assimilation at a basic level. If we can 
reinterpret a particular pitch-class in one scale as degree in a different scale — one that fits into a 
pattern we believe to underlie the passage — then rather than treating this pitch as somehow 
pointing outside the given scale we can integrate it within the scale and assure its assimilation. 
Paradoxically, then, procedure (1) is assimilatory, while procedure (2) — what we assume to be 
assimilatory by our assumption of its “natural” status for tonal music — is fragmenting. 
Fascinatingly, then, our customary assimilatory gestures deconstruct themselves.  
The final paragraph of Atlas’s discussion of “Selige Welt” moves to ensure that 
procedure (1) is adjusted to fit into procedure (2)’s norms. While this should not surprise us 
given the weight a return to tonic always wields in music analysis, it is interesting that he in 
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effect circumvents the smooth operation of his formal procedures. He writes that “when one 
comes to recognize a C root for the critical harmony in ms. 17, one retrospectively recognizes a 
G root for its dominant in the last half of ms. 16, an E root for the harmony in the first half of 
that measure, and so on” (65). Ironically, this reading ensures that procedure (1) is compromised 
even as it seemingly flourishes. And this — the importance of using procedure (1) and its 
creation of the juncture — is what Atlas has been at pains to suggest is precisely what is 
happening throughout his analysis up to this point. The ultimate — at least in terms of explaining 
the end of the song — use of procedure (2) conforms to our absolute sense that the piece ends on 
A , not B . But why must we then assimilate the passage we recognized as prescient for 
procedure (1)? As Atlas notes, we could easily hear procedure (1) as locally consistent for the 
entire song. Retrospectively assigning identity to the pitches in ms. 15 and 16, rather than 
keeping the sense that both procedures are plausible, creates the sense that ultimately the 
rhetorical whole — that is, A  major’s identity as I — must be heard as controlling the naming of 
other pitch-classes as specific scale degrees even when this identity is in flux. Perhaps this is 
because local harmonic procedures are in conflict with the global harmonic profile of the song. 
C  major becomes the catalyst for this tension-ridden need to assign the harmonies in ms. 15 and 
16 scale degrees in A  major; C  major, and its attendant procedure (1)-based enharmonic 
reinterpretations, contradict the logical unfolding of scale degrees in A  major. The re-imposition 
of A  major as the generator of “correct” naming is thus intriguing in that it creates the 
possibility of non-assimilation. This illuminates the possibility of a non-assimilated harmony that 
can remain anomalous if we do not retrospectively assign A  major scale degrees to C  major. In 
Atlas’s examples this seems like a real possibility, since both layers theoretically coexist. 
Enharmonic reinterpretation of the A  major triad at the end of the piece, as a B  major triad, 
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ensures that procedure (1) is analytically unlikely given the normal way we assume pieces to 
end. But Atlas is correct that both procedures (1) and (2) are theoretically possible. We are thus 
surprised when he moves to retroactively assign scale degrees, since closing off the possibilities 
of both procedures runs counter to his argument about the enharmonic juncture. 
Adorno writes that “closure for its own sake, independent of truth content and what this 
closure is predicated on, is a category that in fact deserves the ominous charge of formalism.”
68
 
For Adorno, closure for its own sake assumes something that cannot always be assumed. In this 
case, procedure (2), which operates under this paradigm, is the weaker of the two since it 
depends on a rhetorical gesture of closure. In contrast, the stronger model, procedure (1), 
investigates the very nature of closure and calls our preconceived notions of concerning the 
assignment of scale degrees into question through a rigorous application of its own rules. The 
pursuit of scale-degree closure often results in its very antithesis: fragmentation; as we obsess 
over scale-degree identity we break the piece into smaller and smaller pieces. We may eventually 
move back to the level of the entire piece and attempt to enforce closure, but the damage will 
have already been done. What we assume to be natural is in fact not.
69
 In this, we are betrayed by 
our obsession with “correct” identity. Atlas’s curious move to retrospectively assign scale-degree 
identity illuminates this attitude. Rather than holding closure in tension with its opposite, this 
analytical perspective shows closure, albeit in an oblique way, to be a goal for its own sake, 
Stufentheorie tends not to fall completely into the trap of a formalistic obsession with 
rigorous closure; it often recognizes modulation and allows for the possibility of multiple 
headings using enharmonic reinterpretation. Schenker ultimately abandons the use of the 
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 One must remark, especially in this light, how Schenker, who looks at any well-constructed 
piece as the composing out of the tonic triad, conceives of this triad as the “chord of nature.” 
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traditional terminology of Stufentheorie in favor of the composing out at the background of the 
tonic triad. While Weber informs our current analytical practice, we’re no longer much 
concerned with his taxonomies of harmonic relationships. Instead, we assimilate problematic 
harmonies through the use of functional applied dominants. In the end, despite attempting to hold 
multiple interpretations in suspension, Atlas’s use of enharmonic reinterpretation ultimately 
fragments the piece while trying to find an integrating scale-degree perspective. One might 
assume that integration is rather easily achieved using scale-degree based theoretical systems, 
but this is put to the test in Atlas’s prioritization of procedure (2) over procedure (1). The 
paradox resulting from a scale-degree perspective is that while integration is the goal, an 
obsession over scale-degree identity ultimately fragments the piece. For each of the theories 
discussed above, the situation is complicated by the fact that the scale degree, as a conceptual 
construct, often results in a multiplicity of potential identities. This in turn means that the 
interpretations produced by these theories are contingent. In scale-degree theories, assimilation 
to an a priori scale is the goal — each analytical move strives to find a scale-degree identity that 
is understood as conforming to some underlying scale. In scale-degree based theories there is an 
obsession with identification of smaller and smaller units and the naming and identification of 
each and every chord, as well as its constituent members. Ironically, though, scale-degree 
theories seem to prefer — or perhaps are most comfortable with — shorter passages for analysis, 
even though they can, and do, describe all manner of harmonies. This differs from neo-
Riemannian theory where assimilation is the analytical assumption — the background is an 
assumed assimilative map on which the music plays out certain identifiable moves. 
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Chapter 3 
Non-Assimilation in Neo-Riemannian Theory 
 
 
In music theory, few ventures have wielded as much influence in the past fifteen years as 
Neo-Riemannian theory.
70
 While used at times to analyze atonal music, analyses of nineteenth-
century music — and the music of Schubert in particular — have emerged as the focus of neo-
Riemannian inquiry. Neo-Riemannian theory brings to light certain relationships that are 
noncomensurate with Stufentheorie. Indeed, the analytical worth of neo-Riemannian theory lies 
precisely in helping us hear such moments. Despite this, neo-Riemannian theory still assumes 
assimilation as its ultimate ground. There are a number of insights neo-Riemannian analysis 
enables that must be explored before discussing the problems inherent in neo-Riemannian 
approaches to music analysis. With few exceptions, neo-Riemannian theory proclaims that any 
triad should, and more importantly can, be related to any other triad through the use of various 
transformational operations. Late-romantic triadic progressions are the preferred domain for 
tonal neo-Riemannian analyses, since they often make little reference to a single underlying 
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 This chapter examines neo-Riemannian analytical practice and suggests that despite its 
assumption of integration the act of mapping music onto to transformational space actually 
destabilizes assimilation, resulting in very small analytical objects. Although one might view 
neo-Riemannian theory as mapping transformational space onto the music, I think it is the other 
way around. Neo-Riemannian theory typically uses an a priori conception of transformational 
space and then shows how a particular musical passage exemplifies certain transformations 
within the space. It also replaces traditional function symbols (T, S, and D) with transformational 
symbols derived from the Riemannian tradition. These new symbols are functional in that they 
show how a chord moves to another chord, but are not indexed to any one referential (or tonic) 
triad. Alexander Rehding’s discussion of the tension between Riemann’s functions and the 
representation of musical space on the Tonnetz exemplifies part of the problem with mapping 
Neo-Riemannian theory’s symbols onto Riemann’s Funktionstheorie. See Hugo Riemann and 
the Birth of Modern Musical Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 67-112. 
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diatonic scale. Stufen-based theories — as well as other types of analyses that take as their a 
priori a presumed and/or indicated tonic — often have a particularly difficult time dealing with 
these progressions. 
Cohn suggests that neo-Riemannian theory is uniquely suited to potentially these 
progressions. The neo-Riemannian approach, writes Cohn, “has three significant components.” 
The first is the removal of the habitually problematic dualist foundation, which 
Lewin tacitly eliminates by treating consonant triads as given a priori rather than 
acoustically generated, hence dispensing with the overtone series and its 
apocryphal dual in a single stroke. A second component is the assumption of 
enharmonic equivalence and equal temperament, which allow group closure. The 
third component is the reconception of Riemann’s functions as dynamic 
transformations that relate triads directly to each other, along the lines of 
algebraic functions whose arguments and values are triads. This reconception 
eliminates the need to confer tonic status on one of the so-related triads, or to 
impose some third entity, a putative tonic which may not be perceived as 
abstractly present in the passage at hand.
71
 
 
Parsing this definition closely gives us a great deal of information with which to begin. By 
relating triads to other triads rather than to some a priori tonic or underlying scale, it gets rid of 
the problem of naming and labeling scale degrees. This creates a kind of local analytical 
perspective that it does not assume an a priori assertion of tonicity. This is in direct opposition to 
traditional Stufen and Funktionstheorien, where a sense of tonic is always operative. An 
important aspect of neo-Riemannian theory is the use of enharmonic equivalence to ensure that 
A  and G  both have the same bps identity and therefore both are conceived as the same pitch-
class. Underlying the neo-Riemannian perspective is the idea that a theoretical mechanism based 
on triad-to-triad relationships under enharmonic equivalence can deal with passages that resist 
attempts to analyze them using other traditional means. 
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 Richard Cohn, “Maximally Smooth Cycles, Hexatonic Systems, and the Analysis of Late 
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One of Cohn’s other ideas warrants further discussion before getting down to the nuts and 
bolts of neo-Riemannian analyses of Schubert. This is the concept of a “hexatonic pole,” 
discussed already in Chapter 1. In a hexatonic scale there are four distinct pc-sets from which 
major and minor triads can be drawn with the potential for resulting triads that are maximally 
disjunct (meaning the two triads share no common tones). These two maximally disjunct triads 
are understood as participating in a polar relation. Cohn posits that “two triads in a hexatonic 
polar relation are pc-complementary with respect to their source hexatonic collection: they are 
maximally disjunct, but together they efficiently define the entire collection of six-pcs from 
which they are drawn” (19). Cohn arranges the four groups of possible triads as points on a 
compass, as shown in Ex. 3.1; each group is then assigned a specific hemisphere. Within each 
hemisphere one measures the distance between triads by an interval-class (IC) relation. Cohn 
explains that “undirected hexatonic intervals are measured by interval-classes whose values 
reflect not only the proximity of the triads around the circle, but, more meaningfully, the number 
of pitch-classes displaced (by semitones) when a move between the two triads is executed” (19). 
Thus a displacement of IC3 results in the aforementioned polar relationship. In a given 
hemisphere, or hexatonic scale, two triads can thus be determined to be in a polar relationship. 
Cohn writes that “the hyper-hexatonic model is descriptively adequate to any triadic progression 
(including the purely diatonic) at any level of structure (e.g. middleground tonicizations)” (31). 
From a simply visual perspective, the way Cohn shows this relationship suggests that one must 
travel through the middle (hyperhexatonic) space in order to move from one hemisphere to the 
other. His explanation, however, implies a direct connection between any two triads from any of 
the hemispheres. He measures this connection in terms of what he calls “total voice-leading 
distance,” the number of total semitones that separate the corresponding pitch classes in two 
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distinct triads. For example, the total voice-leading distance between a C major triad and an E 
minor triad is 1 because E and G remain invariant between them while C moves down one 
semitone to B. The total voice-leading distance between a C major and an E major triad, in 
contrast, is 2, with C moving to B and G moving to G  while E once again remains invariant. The 
maximum possible total voice-leading distance between two major or minor triads is 3 and 
represents triads in the polar relationship, where each pitch class moves by semitone to the 
corresponding pitch class in the other triad; between C minor and E major, C moves to B, E  
moves to E , G moves to G  — and of course vice versa. The polar relation is particularly 
important in Cohn’s discussion of Schubert, as it enables him to describe otherwise anomalous 
tonal relations as occurring within the system. 
 
Example 3.1: Cohn’s Hyperhexatonic Model from “Maximally Smooth Cycles, 
Hexatonic Systems, and the Analysis of Late Romantic Triadic Progressions,” Fig. 5, p. 
24 ©1996 by Wiley-Blackwell. 
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In the opening sentence of “As Wonderful as Star Clusters: Instruments for Gazing at 
Tonality in Schubert” (1999), Cohn writes that “there are four related characteristics of 
Schubertian harmony that respond well to an approach that de-emphasizes diatonic collections 
and emphasizes voice-leading efficiency: modal mixture, root relation by third, motion through 
the enharmonic seam, and equal division of the octave.”
72
 His claims suggest that he will show 
the logic underlying what others have termed illogical — or worse, incoherent — progressions in 
Schubert. Cohn’s analyses derive from a formal structure that, rather than defying normative 
tonal connections, would appear to participate in a different harmonic logic. He approaches these 
pieces with a quasi-scientific air, giving the impression that each anomalous harmonic 
connection is a problem that can be solved from a neo-Riemannian perspective. In the first 
movement of the Piano Sonata in B  Major D. 960 (1828), the “problem under investigation” is 
how to find a principle unifying B  major G  minor, the key of the nominal “second theme” in a 
three-key exposition. Cohn notes that the customary attempts to create integration using a scale-
step based theory by labeling G  minor as VI  is problematic. If, however, “we shift the focus 
from scale-degree function to voice-leading efficiency in an environment that assumes 
enharmonic equivalence, we can see that F  minor” — as the enharmonic equivalent of G  minor 
— “assumes a specific and strongly determinate role: it is the tonic’s polar key” (218). Ex. 3.2 
reproduces his Ex. 2, which shows the overall harmonic movement of the first 80 measures of 
the movement. For readers unfamiliar with neo-Riemannian notational conventions, “B +” 
means B  major and “F -” means F  minor. Cohn regards the labels in this example as being 
“relatively uninterpreted,” liberating “the triads from their commitment to a particular diatonic 
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context” (220). Ex. 3.2 reduces the exposition of the sonata to its basic harmonies without 
reference to a specific diatonic scale or tonic. He labels the salient harmonies in these measures 
with their triadic names — B  major, F  minor, etc. — without suggesting any scale-degree 
function. The diagram shows that F  minor achieves prominence at ms. 48, but that these eighty 
measures end with an F major triad. Cohn describes the polar relation between B  major and F  
minor as “determinate,” drawing an implicit parallel to functional diatonic relationships. These, 
however, are not the normal functional relationships of Stufen or Funktionstheorien. 
 
 
 
Example 3.2: Schubert Piano Sonata in B  Major, D. 960 (1828), mvmt. 1, ms. 1-80 from 
Richard Cohn, “As Wonderful as Star Clusters: Instruments for Gazing at Tonality in 
Schubert,” 19th-Century Music, vol. 22/3, (1999), Ex. 2, p. 217 ©1999 by the Regents of 
the University of California. Published by the University of California Press. 
 
 
 
More important than Cohn’s indexing of structurally important harmonies is his use of 
hexatonic cycles as a basis for analysis. Ex. 3.3 reproduces his Fig. 2 and Ex. 3.4 his Fig. 3. 
These cycles bind the chords within them to one another, a model that gets rid of what Cohn 
considers to be the problematic reliance on a putative tonic. He writes that “three types of 
relations hold the harmonies within such a cycle: (1) adjacent harmonies, such as the relation 
between E  major and E  minor, involve a single semitonal displacement; (2) modally matched 
harmonies, such as E  major and G major, involve dual semitonal displacements in contrary 
motion; (3) polar harmonies, such as E  major and B minor, have no common tones and so 
simultaneously displace all three voices semitonally” (217). Cohn’s figures further align these 
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cycles with the tonic and dominant, which he regards as being relevant for Schubert’s music. 
Cohn thus locates F  minor within the cycle that defines the tonic area. While his references to 
tonic and dominant functions have come under criticism, it is not Cohn’s purpose to do away 
with these labels given that these harmonies are still operative within the movement.
73
 His 
project, rather, is to show that hexatonic cycles can group the harmonies in this music into 
discrete regions. 
 
 
 
Example 3.3: Interaction among the four cycles from Richard Cohn, “As Wonderful as 
Star Clusters: Instruments for Gazing at Tonality in Schubert,” 19th-Century Music, vol. 
22/3, (1999), Fig. 2, p. 217 ©1999 by the Regents of the University of California. 
Published by the University of California Press. 
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 Daley writes that “the same hierarchical relationships that play a fundamental role in chordal 
analysis and Schenkerian theory — and arguably in much of the music of the eighteenth century 
— are not fully transcended by Cohn’s system” (60), and “the same principles that he rejects in 
diatonically based theories are those that help him establish his tables of tonal relations” (62). 
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Example 3.4: “Table of Tonal Relations” from Richard Cohn, “As Wonderful as Star 
Clusters: Instruments for Gazing at Tonality in Schubert,” 19th-Century Music, vol. 22/3, 
(1999), Fig. 3, p. 217 ©1999 by the Regents of the University of California. Published by 
the University of California Press. 
 
 
 
Cohn’s analysis, for which he gives substantial musical evidence, is remarkable precisely 
because of the alternate mode of coherence it constructs for B  major and F  minor. He 
demonstrates not just that these abstract triads are related in the hexatonic cycle, but that 
movement itself travels through the cycle in its path from B  major to F  minor. By jettisoning an 
a priori reliance on tonic-dominant hierarchies in the middleground, Cohn rebuts claims that in 
moving from B  major to F  minor the movement is somehow irrational. It is in fact strongly 
coherent from a hexatonic perspective: “In terms of the context-free graph of triadic space …, F  
minor is a constituent of the tonic region, while standing at a maximum distance from the tonic 
by virtue of sharing with it no common tones. At the same time, in terms of the motivic logic of 
the movement, its melodic affiliation is with the dominant region, by virtue of the membership of 
its constituent major third {A, C } in the augmented triad that also includes the dominant F” 
(224). The movement makes explicit the cycle that enables us to hear B  major and F  minor as 
part of a single, tonic area, while also supporting normative melodic and motivic movement from 
I to V. Even though Cohn does not label the diagram in Ex. 3.2 with roman numerals, it is no 
stretch to hear the F major triad he shows at ms. 80 as V in B  major, thus subsuming the move 
from B  major to F  minor within a larger (and unremarked) motion from I to V. The 
movement’s reliance on semitonal displacement fits well with the hexatonic model, with its 
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emphasis on voice-leading efficiency. In this the neo-Riemannian perspective allows us access to 
a different but no less coherent vision of harmonic movement. 
Michael Siciliano’s writings on Schubertian harmony delve into the realm of 
transformational theory in an attempt to find something resembling a precompositional model on 
which to base analysis. His dissertation (and a subsequent article) elaborate Cohn’s work, 
suggesting a way of modeling triad-to-triad relations that, while often conceptually different, still 
falls under the neo-Riemannian rubric. He proposes an LRP map as a way to get inside 
Schubert’s harmonic successions. “The LRP map … shows the relative proximity of triads when 
the measure of proximity is the number of shared pitches.”
74
 Like Cohn, Siciliano emphasizes 
cycles, but of a different sort. He focuses not on the hexatonic cycle, but on the four canonic 
Riemannian transformations of leading-tone exchange, relative, and parallel. He organizes these 
transformations into cycles and speculates about why the composer exploits certain aspects of 
the map over others. 
Siciliano’s readings of “Der Jüngling und Der Tod” D. 545 (1817) and “Trost” D. 671 
(1819) provide us with experiential insights only available if analyzing from a neo-Riemannian 
perspective. His primary analytical tool is the invocation of two different cycles, LP and RP. He 
explains that “in its simplest, most elegant conception, and the conception in which it has 
received most attention, an LP cycle is the cycle that arises from altering on note of a consonant 
triad by a half-step (the smallest amount possible) to create another consonant triad” (84). The 
LP cycle is the most ubiquitous of neo-Riemannian cycles. It is in fact the cycle that produces the 
hexatonic polar relation. In the LP cycle, a pitch-class in a given triad is displaced by a semitone 
in order to generate the next triad in the cycle. L replaces the prime with its leading tone; the C 
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prime in a C major triad thus moves by semitone to its leading tone B, creating an E minor triad. 
P replaces the major third in a minor triad with the minor third in a minor triad; it replaces the 
major third B in a G major triad with the minor B , producing a G minor triad. The RP cycle is 
more complicated. Siciliano explains that “the operation R involves a whole-step displacement 
of the moving voice. When C+ moves by R to a-, G moves by whole step to A. It cannot be 
considered a minimum displacement, and thus there is no ‘simplest, most elegant’ model for the 
RP cycle,” which “fundamentally involves two distinct operations” (133). The use of these two 
cycles in either opposition to or coordination with each other gives the analyst a set of tools to 
create triadic maps. “If we can hear, say, the RP system as in opposition to the tonal system, it is 
only a short leap to hear it as in opposition to the LP system. Thus, instead of hearing regions 
within a system as analogous to harmonic regions, we could hear the systems themselves as 
analogous to harmonic regions” (178). In order to chart their interactions he constructs an all-
encompassing LRP map that subsumes both RP and LP into a single binding framework. He 
goes even further to modify the LRP map to suggest pitch-to-pitch relations. In this he considers 
the very position of each voice of the triad as important. “A return to a triad in the same 
orientation as the original allows each voice to return, not to its original pitch, but to its original 
function (root, third, fifth) within the triad” (231). By further refining the map, he adds a new 
dimension of analytical possibilities: triadic position, not just identity. If the piece arrives at a 
triad in the same position — with each voice returning to its original pitch — as the one with 
which the piece began, one can imagine a connection between the two triads of different identity 
but of the same positional disposition; this allows him to connect the seemingly different triads 
of C  minor and B  major in “Der Jüngling und Der Tod.” The properties of the map are 
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extended to not only include triads whose identity-connectedness can be easily charted, but also 
to triads whose position-connectedness suggests an affinity as well. 
 
 
 
Example 3.5: Schubert, “Der Jüngling und Der Tod” from “Neo-Riemannian 
Transformations and the Harmony of Franz Schubert,” Fig. 7.7 ©2002 by Michael 
Siciliano. 
 
 
With regard to “Der Jüngling und Der Tod,” Siciliano writes that “on one level, the song 
gets from C  minor to B  major by following an RP cycle” (230). These words could stand in for 
the entire analysis, which argues that the music follows a prescribed path that binds the two 
disparate keys together. Ex. 3.5 reproduces Siciliano’s Fig. 7.7, which he uses to walk the reader 
through the pertinent large-scale harmonic motions: 
The triad orientations of the LRP voice-leading map can help us to answer the 
question of how B + can provide an end for a piece that started in c -. That is, 
why the piece sounds like it is over, and not like it just stopped. In short, the piece 
follows the voice leading of that map, and ends when it returns to a triad in the 
same orientation as it started. Usually we think of the return of pitch as the return 
that provides closure in music. However, since we can now distinguish among the 
orientations of triads, the possibility arises that the return of orientation can create 
closure. (231) 
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This suggests that our sense of tonal closure could be expanded to encompass songs such as this 
one. How the song expresses the potential harmonic avenues of the LRP and RP maps is even 
more important. Not only does the RP cycle occur within the piece, the exact disposition of triads 
in the cycle reflects Siciliano’s pitch-to-pitch LRP map. He writes that “at each step around the 
cycle, the displacement of a single voice and its motion to a new pitch is clearly articulated. 
Further, at each step the voice and the right hand of the piano combine to emphasize the correct 
orientation of the underlying triad” (231). Not only do the song’s harmonies follow the map, the 
orientation of the triads in the right hand and in the vocal part does so as well. 
Perhaps the most interesting of his arguments for integrating C  minor and B  major 
through the RP cycle between hinges on the fact that B  major does not ultimately give way to B  
minor at the end of the song. One might expect the song to move to B  minor given the assumed 
relationship between the minor mode and death, as well as the fact that (as Siciliano points out) 
major triads often give way to their minor counterparts over the course of the song. This doesn’t 
happen at the end of “Der Jüngling und Der Tod,” however. The reason given for why B  major 
is a more appropriate stopping place is paradoxically simple: B  minor contains D , the 
enharmonic root of C  minor, while B  major does not. “This could overwhelm the ability of the 
return of the original orientation to create a sense of ending, by re-instating the expectation of the 
return of the original triad.”
75
 The lack of the original tonic pitch class is vital here to creating a 
sense of closure. For Siciliano, B  major is the “correct” ending for the song since it returns to 
the original positional disposition; the song is unified through triad position rather than identity. 
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The fact that D  is not present at the end is proof that the transformation is complete.
76
 
Siciliano’s emphasis on the positional disposition of triads in the cycle allows him to bind C  
minor and B  major together in a way that would not otherwise be possible. And this is all due to 
the idea that triad position might matter as much as identity. This allows Siciliano to draw a 
certain connection between “Der Jüngling” and “Der Tod.” “Der Jüngling” and “Der Tod” are 
tonally bound together in such as way as to suggest that the singer in both songs is a projection 
of the same persona; despite their differing triad identities, their triad positions are the same. 
Although Siciliano does not go in to this particular aspect of the analysis — his goal is to show 
how the RP map of triadic position can be heard to underlie harmonic motion in these two songs 
— his use of this particular analytical tool to suggest a connection between them cannot be 
overlooked. He reads what we might think of as a non-assimilable relationship between C  minor 
and B  major as a transformation through the RP cycle. 
 
 
Example 3.6: Schubert, “Trost” from “Two Neo-Riemannian Analyses,” Ex. 11, p. 99 
©2005 by College Music Society. 
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 In neo-Riemannian theory, D  and C  are the same pitch, both pitch-class 2 and are thus 
interchangeable.  
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“Trost” is significantly shorter — and considerably more succinct — than “Der Jüngling 
und Der Tod.” While this often allows other analysts to overlook it, it does not deter Siciliano. It 
is similar to other problematic Schubert songs in that it begins in one key, G  minor, and ends in 
another, E major. But because it is strophic — it sets four different verses to the same basic 
music — we often discount its potential for analysis. Indeed, it is refreshing to find music 
analysis grappling with the subtleties of strophic song.
77
 Siciliano writes that 
we hear the first stanza and the beginning of the second in G  minor, we hear the 
[fourth] stanza in E major, and somewhere in the second and third stanzas we 
switch our interpretation of the entire stanza. Schubert uses various characteristics 
of the cycle to accomplish this shift, including the conflict between the common 
tone and the opposite-mode arpeggiation.
78
  
 
Siciliano invokes a kind of temporal hearing in which a triad that appears as secondary during 
the first strophe is heard as controlling by the last. In this case, the LRP cycle serves as the 
progenitor of this process. Ex. 3.6 reproduces Siciliano’s Ex. 11, in which the LRP cycle is made 
explicit as a cyclical phenomenon, with G  minor and E major lying near each other.
79
 In the 
music, G  minor and E major are not connected by the simplest path, however, but rather through 
a transit around the entire cycle. Siciliano’s analysis is interesting precisely because he treats 
each strophe as though it were different music, forming a song-long trajectory that changes over 
time. The very nature of the cycle — which is that we continually return to the beginning — 
suggests that G  minor could continue to function as the global tonic, but also that in moving 
through the cycle E major comes to be heard as the global tonic; both have the potential function 
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the same example as the one he provides in his dissertation. 
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as the controlling tonic at the same time. Siciliano does not exploit this ambivalence, but rather 
shows how one tonal center replaces the other. During the first stanza, the LRP cycle invokes a 
sense of continuity stemming from G  minor, thus conferring status to this triad as well as its 
place within the cycle. He could have stopped here, and indeed many would have, preferring to 
hear the piece as unified through G  minor’s status as tonic and progenitor of the LRP cycle that 
binds the piece together. To Siciliano’s credit, he does not. 
He writes that “as the song continues through its second and third stanzas, we continue to 
move around the same LRP cycle. This continued motion around the cycle undercuts the sense of 
completion associated with the return of G  minor” (220). This of course could only happen in a 
song that repeats itself; the cycle is only a cycle (in the sense of returning to G  minor) because 
of this repetition. And this is precisely what appeals to Siciliano; by showing how the song uses 
an LRP cycle to displace G  minor with E major, he can show how, during the final turn of the 
wheel, the primacy of G  minor gets lost.  
Because of the voice leading in the cycle, each triad moves to the next through the 
displacement of a single pitch. Because e- is missing, the motion from G+ directly 
to E+ involves two displace pitches (D to E and G to G ). This is analogous to the 
traditional displacement of two pitches in the move from V to I, and indeed the 
interpolated B7 can hear the parallelism. E+ is therefore marked as unique in the 
cycle, and unique in a manner analogous to being preceded by V. Thus the use of 
the LRP cycle helps us to finally E+ as the global tonic. (221-222) 
 
In Suzannah Clark’s Analyzing Schubert (2011), she also comments on Siciliano’s analysis of 
“Trost” and specifically on this quote.
80
 She says that by stating that E+ is marked, Siciliano 
creates a “hermeneutic window.”
81
 Clark writes that this would be a moment when an analyst 
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 Lawrence Kramer introduced the term “hermeneutic windows” into academic musical culture 
in Music and Cultural Practice, 1800-1900 (Los Angeles and Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1990). A hermeneutic window occurs when some musical phenomenon is ascribed a 
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might seek to interpolate meaning into his/her analysis (103). While Siciliano does not use this 
markedness to create a particular meaning, he does use it to reinforce the idea that E major is the 
correct ending for the song. He finishes his analysis by noting that “while the initial completion 
of the cycle and the unresolved common tone B help us hear the first stanza and at least the 
beginning of the second in G  minor, and while the continued motion around the cycle begins to 
undercut the effect of G  minor, the opposite-mode arpeggiation and the fact that e- is missing 
from the cycle help us to hear E+ as finally the global tonic” (222). In many ways, Siciliano’s 
description mirrors the way we temporally experience the song. We assume it to start in G  
minor, and yet by the final stanza are inclined to hear E major as tonic. Each time we return to G  
minor, its tonic status seems solidified, but paradoxically — and this is the true insight that the 
neo-Riemannian LRP cycle enables — E major slowly insinuates itself and usurps this role. 
Within a song that could easily be heard exclusively in terms of scale degrees, moving overall 
from VI to I in E major (an idea far too simple to encompass the song), Siciliano shows how E 
major is unique within the cycle, emerging from its privileged position within the cycle to 
eventually take control. This is a much more intriguing reading than merely describing the 
overall motion as only occurring in E major. Since strophic songs are by definition organized 
into cycles, it makes sense to hear their harmonic organization in cyclical terms, too. 
But the ability to create new and different experiences of these pieces comes at a price. 
For both Cohn and Siciliano, the binding properties of neo-Riemannian cycles are used to show 
how integration is achieved despite the fact that the music in question is not easily analyzed 
using scale-degree theory. Returning to Cohn’s analysis of the first movement of the B  major 
Piano Sonata, we can see that in his attempt to break the power of the tonic-dominant axis he is 
                                                
particular meaning in the context of the particular viewpoint of the analyst allowing the analyst 
access to some “hidden” truth.  
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forced to disavow a number of the insights that other perspectives enable. The question of why 
one might want to hear B  major and F  minor as opposing forces rather than as part of the same 
cycle is not explored. One thing in particular draws our attention. In his discussion of the overall 
harmonic unfolding of the movement, Cohn uses traditional tonic, dominant, and subdominant 
labels in naming certain regions of the movement. Even though he is correct about these labels 
meaning something in Schubert’s musical language, this is quite unexpected, given his explicit 
aim of getting rid of the putative trappings of the hierarchical tonic-dominant structure. Despite 
suggesting that the hexatonic cycle allows one to dispense with of the hierarchies of traditional 
harmonic analysis, Cohn still relies on traditional labels in describing the structure of the piece. 
Clark also recognizes that Cohn’s use of the traditional labels in this analysis as problematic. 
When discussing how he creates long term coherence for the Piano Sonata through the labeling 
of regions with their traditional labels she writes that “in one theoretical stroke, the movement 
seems threaded together; harmonies belong; they have their place” (160). While she recognizes 
that Cohn’s model has some analytical worth, it does so at the expense of our very ability to 
speak of meaning. Two different analytical discourses occur at the same time in his analysis, and 
the analytical objects each one describes do not always agree with each other. In scale-degree 
theory, the objects identified are chords, while in neo-Riemannian theory the emphasis lies on 
the relations that transform one chord into another. There is no need to label chords other than to 
provide their elements because the analysis is not concerned with showing how chords relate to a 
presumed underlying tonic, but rather with how chords relate to other chords. In other words, the 
relationships that neo-Riemannian theory uncovers are incommensurable to the objects of 
Stufentheorie.
82
 Cohn ignores, or perhaps relegates, these issues to a secondary status in his 
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analysis. In his diagram of the harmonic structure of the first eighty measures of the movement 
(see Ex. 3.2), roman numerals are nowhere to be found; he designates chords only by their pitch-
class members and shows transformations between them. By still relying on these traditional 
labels for regions within the movement, thus assuring long-term assimilation, he undercuts the 
power of the transformational cycles to integrate the entire piece. By suggesting that F  minor is 
actually part of a logical cycle emanating from B  major he confines it within normal tonal 
boundaries. 
But what if the music suggests something altogether different? Cohn’s maps assume that 
F  minor should be heard as an extension of the B  major tonic; indeed, this is the entire point of 
the analysis. But this is not enough, because F  minor must also be heard as musically related to 
what Cohn terms the dominant region. F  minor, in other words, participates in transformations 
within both the tonic and dominant region of the movement and is thus doubly integrated. This 
means that the F  minor triad forms the pivot between the two regions, as part of both and as the 
transition between the two. And while this is “true” to a certain extent, there’s more to the story. 
While related to the tonic region, the texture that opens the F  minor section suggests a break 
from the B  major section. The F  minor section is characterized by an alberti bass figure that 
contrasts with the homorhythmic texture of the B  major section. In addition to suggesting that 
we should hear coherence at the middleground level of the piece, Cohn shows that certain voice-
leading characteristics also follow the logic of the cycle. He states that the underlying voice-
leading of B  to A and A to B  shows that the hexatonic cycle, by virtue of its parsimony, can be 
heard as binding the entirety of the opening eighty measures (220-222). When B  returns to A in 
the recapitulation, Cohn shows that this is supported by a move from G  major to its parallel, F  
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(1984): 336-349. 
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minor. The issue of hearing G  and F  as enharmonic equivalents, however, goes unrecognized. 
While Cohn is correct to hear them as supporting a middleground melodic motion from B  to A, 
he does not question the juxtaposition of what are two very different scale degrees, belonging to 
two entirely different scales: G  points to B  minor, while F  breaks from any sense of B  as a 
tonic pitch class. There is, in other words, a clash between these two different scale degrees, but 
because neo-Riemannian theory hears them as enharmonic equivalents, this difference goes 
unquestioned. It allows Cohn to use two different scale degrees, G  and F , to support the motion 
from B  and A, closing hexatonic circle. This elides temporal considerations — questions, for 
instance, of whether the motion is expected or unexpected — altogether. What’s missing is any 
recognition of the productive nature of tension. Neo-Riemannian theory gives us explanations for 
how the piece gets to and from F  minor but not why it might do so. 
Siciliano’s analysis of “Der Jüngling und der Tod” also shows a number of problems 
inherent in the neo-Riemannian approach. The question of what binding two disparate keys 
together might mean for our understanding of the song is never explored; the words are in fact 
never mentioned at all. The only thing that matters is that the end of the piece remains within the 
cycle. The question of whether “der Jüngling” and “der Tod” might be productively heard as 
opposing forces is not addressed. Only what “der Tod” says matters, since Siciliano privileges 
the end (death) over the process of getting there (youth). The analysis privileges the final triad as 
the only musical object that really counts, glossing over harmonic events that are non-assimilable 
to this “correct” ending. We can always construct a system to assimilate some particular, but this 
system will invariably integrate only that particular and perhaps a few others. In this song the 
particular is B  major, which must be assimilated to — brought into line with — the whole. In 
this Siciliano is successful, but in this case success is gained at high price. The very idea of a 
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“correct” orientation, the one that B  major comes to embody on the LRP map, shows that the 
cycle is perfectly constructed to integrate everything in its wake.
83
 
While not attempting to analyze the piece in its entirety, as Cohn does with the first 
movement of the B  major Piano Sonata, there are a number of things Siciliano ignores in order 
contain the music within the LRP cycle. He does not speak of melodic particulars, preferring 
rather to rely on a general discussion of melodic contour in showing how C  minor is 
transformed into B  major; the Gesangstimme isn’t mentioned at all until the final paragraphs. 
The song, in contrast, makes a big point of showing that its opening does not in fact correspond 
to its end. As local procedures, the abstract harmonic transformations Siciliano considers do not 
adequately capture the meaning of the song’s conclusion. What does the invocation of an 
abstract sense of unity accomplish in this case? The creation of a theoretical system to deal with 
its disparate keys implicitly recognizes their disparity as important. The LRP cycle can only be 
heard as a unifying force when contrasted with other hearings that highlight the differences (and 
perhaps even incompatibility) between the opening and closing harmonies. Siciliano’s analysis 
assumes that triads — not melody, rhythm, or other any other musical parameter — are the very 
essence of the song. This is true of neo-Riemannian analysis in general. How the actual voice 
leading of the piece unfolds is rarely considered. When Siciliano writes of voice leading, he 
references the triad’s ideal map-based forms, which may or may not correspond to how the piece 
moves between triads, or to how the melody unfolds. The actual voice leading in a particular 
piece, something unassimilable to neo-Riemannian conceptions of musical space, must therefore 
be left out of the conversation.  
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His discussion of “Trost” provides further glimpses of things that cannot be discussed in 
neo-Riemannian terms. In “Trost,” Siciliano’s obsession with cycles is ironically what is both so 
appealing about his analysis and what is its undoing. This issue can be best understood from a 
scale-degree perspective. While lacking an obvious global tonic, one can imagine G  minor and 
E major as either III and I in E major or I and VI in G  minor. Two such scale-degree based 
hearings could be held in tension as an indicator of some underlying conflict within the song. By 
using the LRP cycle to unify them, however, we are asked to disregard any such tension in favor 
of an externally imposed sense of structural stability. We can well imagine Schenker hearing the 
song as merely occurring in E major with an off-tonic opening; the tension between the opening 
and the closing is lost in both a scale-degree perspective and a neo-Riemannian one. Imposed 
unity ironically creates the conditions for its own demise by ignoring certain elements in favor of 
integration. The large-scale unity in Siciliano’s analysis is at odds with his nuts and bolts 
description of harmonic movement on the small scale. G  minor is far weaker as a tonic at the 
opening of the song, for instance, than Siciliano would have us believe. While a G  minor triad 
certainly begins the song, it is never confirmed by a cadence and is actually left very quickly. He 
is correct to suggest that B, as a pitch-class, is vital to how the song opens, but he makes little 
mention of the fact that B major, as a chord, is also highlighted. This could suggest that there is a 
hint of E major even as soon as ms. 6, since one possible hearing of B major is V in E major. 
And while the underlying triads he identifies are correct, there is little mention of just how B, as 
a melodic pitch-class, is reinforced and highlighted by both short-term and long-term upper 
neighbor-note motion. G  minor’s weakness as a tonic underlines the sense that the LRP cycle is 
imposed on the music from instead of arising immanently from within. By replacing one 
interpretation with another, rather than suggesting both might yield valid insights, he continues a 
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trend seemingly inherent in much music analysis. When any given theoretical system yields two 
potential results, the analyst seemingly must “prove” one over the other. By suggesting that G  
minor’s changing status is an organic consequence of our hearing the same harmonic progression 
four times in a row, he rejects any sense that the two scale-degree relations (III and I or I and VI) 
could be heard at the same time and thus as in tension. Just as he rejects this tension, he also 
rejects any tension between scale-degree and neo-Riemannian perspectives by merely changing 
the terms of engagement. Coherence is never in doubt; while the triad labeled “global tonic” 
changes, the cycle itself ensures integration. 
This, then, is the pressure point. Why does the song end after going through the cycle 
only four times? If it were to continue, would we begin to hear endings (or beginnings for that 
matter) occurring somewhere in the middle of the cycle? Might we get lost in the cycle to the 
extent that every point becomes as plausible a resting point as any other? According to Siciliano, 
the first two strophes we hear the cycle concretely emphasizing G  minor, while we hear the 
fourth as occurring in E major, with the third as some kind transition in between. His focus on 
the cycle allows him to show that each time we hear it we concentrate on different aspects of it. 
And while this is true from a certain standpoint, it nevertheless ignores questions concerning the 
assimilative potential of the cycle itself. While Siciliano is right to show that the cycle structures 
harmonic motion within the song, why its assimilative powers should replace those of traditional 
Stufentheorie is never considered. Siciliano, moreover, draws normative diatonic relationships to 
advance his cause. The LRP gives us a good explanation of how we eventually come to hear E 
major as the global tonic. But there is a big problem with this interpretation, and it involves the 
text, which Siciliano does not even mention. The problem is that the final stanza is exactly same 
as the first. The music ends in a different place than where it began, when the fourth stanza 
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returns with the exact same words as the first, circling back around to the beginning. If the last 
stanza as textually the same as the first, then we might also want to hear the music as being 
somehow the same, too. We would want to hear G  minor as the tonic and thus hear the E major 
ending as occurring off-tonic. This simply will not do for an analysis predicated on musical 
integration. There is also another possibility to consider. Maybe, when we hear the same text and 
music return at the end of the song, we hear them differently. This moment could be understood 
ironically as the poet begins and ends in the same place despite his journey through the middle 
stanzas. But because Siciliano does not mention the text, we are left unsure of what he might 
make of this return of the opening. 
Interestingly, the formal invocation of the cycle relies on a strange reversal of our 
“normal” analytical stance. Despite its reliance on some sense of temporality, in the sense that 
over time we change the way we hear the music, Siciliano’s analysis cannot rid itself of 
analytical atemporality. Its disinterest in the text helps confirm our sense that the LRP cycle 
operates as a precompositional construct that binds the music together. It lies behind the surface 
of the music, ultimately confirming the sense that E major controls the cycle. But the text 
suggests that nothing has changed from beginning to end. Because the opening stanza returns at 
the end, one can imagine wanting to give a similar interpretation to the accompanying music. 
While this return to the beginning of the song would be cyclic, it would not allow us to bind E 
major to G  minor the way Siciliano wants, which is to replace G  minor with E major via the 
abstract voice leading of the LRP cycle. He is uninterested in analysis in the sense I am 
describing, as an attempt to produce a complete interpretation of the song. His analysis of 
“Trost” illustrates that the LRP cycle can be heard to underlie the harmonic organization of the 
song and little more, thus privileging theory over analysis. The LRP cycle explains why we 
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might be inclined to ultimately hear E major as the tonic, but not what that might actually 
mean.
84
 
The idea of finding objective truth through the use of mathematical terms shows that neo-
Riemannian theory is quite different than other theories that deal with tonal music.
85
 While the 
appeal to science as a means of obtaining objective truth is a common theme in many forms of 
music theory, its explicit foundational status here is rather remarkable. Neo-Riemannian theory 
borrows this concept directly from its progenitor, Riemann, albeit using entirely different 
science-based fields. Alexander Rehding comments that “it’s the semblance of scientific rigor, 
on the basis of which he argued for the timeless validity of this and other aspects of his concept 
of music, that lent Riemann’s musical thought its authority and widespread appeal within the 
discipline of musicology and beyond.”
86
 Neo-Riemannian theory likewise owes its authority to 
its “semblance of scientific rigour.” Cohn suggests that this new conception of Riemannian 
theory gets rid of “tonally centric and dualist residues” by using a different scientific foundation. 
This dualist residue is a consequence of Riemann’s need to explain the problematic aspects of his 
theory by invoking the seemingly objective truth of scientific inquiry. Riemann uses the 
acoustically non-existent undertone to explain the construction of minor triads, and his insistence 
on its existence has negatively colored the reception of his theories ever since. Neo-Riemannian 
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theory gets rid of one science (acoustics) and replaces it with its seemingly more objective, 
though very distant scientific, cousin: group mathematics. Note the terminology Cohn employs. 
It implies a perspective on music analysis in which musical phenomenon are understood as 
things that must be somehow bound and integrated into an a priori theoretical background. This 
results in a kind of quasi-scientific language that measures triadic movement against their 
idealized representations on some Tonnetz. 
Fred Lehrdal writes that “even though the Tonnetz represents triads rather directly, it 
treats all pcs in a chord as equal, ignoring the concept of chordal root, which since Rameau has 
been fundamental to tonal theory. As a consequence, triadic progressions are viewed solely 
through the lens of efficient voice leading (minimal linear motions).”
87
 “Efficient“ is a word 
often used in neo-Riemannian analysis, most often as a marker of quality in musical structure. In 
Cohn, triads move efficiently when they move from one to another with minimal melodic 
displacements; motion involving a single semitone, as in C major to C minor, is more efficient 
than motion involving two semitones, as in C major to C  minor. Efficient movement also goes 
by another name — “parsimonious voice leading.” Parsimonious voice leading denatures the 
traditional tonic-dominant axis in favor of semitonal melodic displacements. Neo-Riemannian 
theory formalizes this procedure by placing triads on Tonnetz and labeling the transformations. 
While efficient voice leading is also used in many other forms of musical analysis — most 
notably, perhaps, in certain post-tonal voice-leading theories — in neo-Riemannian theory it 
constitutes a core concept. Interestingly, neo-Riemannian theory comes about at a particular time 
in the history of western thought. In the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, efficiency 
has become a hallmark of post-industrial, late capitalist societies. The more efficiently one can 
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manufacture a product, the greater the profit. In terms of industrial manufacture, efficiency 
brokes no un-integrated individuals. Any unassimilated elements must be removed in order to 
enable “maximally smooth” operations. The concept of maximally efficient movement between 
triads — a constant in neo-Riemannian theory — is congruent with the valuation of efficiency in 
late-capitalist economics. It enables the creation of an analysis that, by focusing almost 
exclusively on efficient movement, perfectly exemplifies the system from which it derives. How 
efficiently a particular piece moves through its triadic spaces becomes a measure or sign of its 
quality. Just as how efficiently a product can be made is a measure of its quality, and so too does 
this type of music analysis. The commodification of efficiency in the economic and social sphere 
is mirrored in neo-Riemannian theory’s fetishization of transformational maps as a source of 
truth. The map is presented as somehow occurring above the music, an objective formal model 
on which musical relations are realized. The pursuit of efficiency is a byproduct of the fact that 
the neo-Riemannian system assumes an a priori assimilation. In other words, it assumes that all 
triads can be mapped onto all other triads, and the analyst is merely in search of how efficiently 
this process is achieved in a particular piece. This does not mean we should disregard the 
insights that neo-Riemannian theory can provide, but rather that we must also be cognizant of its 
deficiencies. 
The issue of efficiency as a marker of truth is something that has not drawn any real 
sustained criticism in music theory. Perhaps this is due to societal factors, but it almost certainly 
owes more to the fact that efficient voice leading is a useful analytical tool in post-tonal analysis. 
The parallels between the post-tonal and neo-Riemannian theories end with terminology, 
however. In neo-Riemannian theory, voice-leading measurements are abstracted from any actual 
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realization in the music.
88
 Triads are considered as commodities, seemingly divorced from their 
origins in actual musical practice.
89
 The use value (how they are used in a particular piece) of 
any given triad may or may not correspond to its exchange value (how it is connected to other 
triads on the abstract map). And exchange value is seen as more important than use value. We 
can see this echoed when Daley writes that “in this instance, as in other of Cohn’s parsimonious 
voice-leading analyses of the Schubert sonata, symmetrical relationships are thus valued more 
highly than structural differentiation among chords” (65). The symmetry of the map is what’s of 
value; it creates a perfectly crystal-like structure that cannot tolerate the possibility of non-
assimilation. The hyper-hexatonic model is the prime example of this crystalline structure. In 
Cohn’s theory, efficiency is not only measured inside each hemisphere but is also applicable to 
movement between systems. “With only a small number of exceptions, voice-leading within a 
single system is at least as efficient as voice-leading between triads in neighboring systems” 
(25). The exceptions are between triads in the polar relation. By imagining the hexatonic 
relationship as occurring within a system, Cohn creates a situation in which literally any and all 
potential relationships between two triads can be measured and accounted for.
90
 
We can gain further insight into the tacit aesthetic commitments of neo-Riemannianism if 
we return to Rehding’s comments on Riemann: “By grounding music theory outside itself, 
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outside the cultural context that produced it, the theorist can apparently gain access to a locus of 
truth, and present the theoretical principles as universal” (88). The geometrical layout of the 
Tonnetz suggests that in order to create an objective truth-telling machine the analyst must move 
outside the realm of music. The truth-enabling capabilities of group mathematics further 
achieves this goal. One’s efforts are devoted to finding the path of least resistance, and thus the 
most efficiency, in moving from one triad to the other.
91
 The harmonic progressions that neo-
Riemannian theory attempts to explain must be validated and explicated with something 
completely outside the system. Since it lies outside the music, efficiency creates the illusion of 
objectivity. By defining itself against traditional notions of musical structure and attempting to 
reframe the debate in terms of minimal linear motions rather than root motion, neo-Riemannian 
theory once gain shows that it’s not really self-contained. 
Both Cohn and Siciliano’s cycles are to be understood as formal models of harmonic 
structure. They seem to be quite strong, but due to the fact that they are defined against 
traditional theories they also contain elements that might be deemed weak — namely, their use 
of traditional harmonic categories in creation of musical forms. This formal model is strong in 
other ways, though. It assumes closure rather than needing to find a way to create it. 
Furthermore, the formal model is precisely that, a model on which relationships are represented 
rather than not created. The formal figure creates a machine with which the analyst can 
determine how one particular set of triadic relationships might function. My emphasis on its 
machine-like qualities is deliberate. As Cohn suggests, these machines are adequate for dealing 
                                                
91
 In addition, in the interest of discovering an abstraction that permits higher-order relationships 
to appear, many theorists have re-shaped the map; instead of mapping how the music moves via 
pitch-class, these new maps substitute triads as the longitude and latitude markers. For both Cohn 
and Riemann (the most famous creators of these maps), this exchange of pitch-class for triad is 
not done naively. For more on this see Richard Cohn, “Neo-Riemannian Operations, 
Parsimonious Trichords, and Their ‘Tonnetz’ Representations.” 
 162 
with any triadic succession.
92
 It replaces a machine (diatonic, scale-degree analysis) whose parts 
are inadequate with another, more powerful one and in the process manufactures a more efficient 
analysis. Its efficiency is what gives it its strength. 
Adorno writes that “ever since art has come within the purview of theoretical reflection, 
the latter has been tempted — by raising itself above art — to sink beneath art and surrender it to 
power relations.”
93
 The power relation here is the fetishization of efficiency as the ultimate 
marker of quality. By promoting the idea of an objective analysis, neo-Riemannian theory rises 
above art by making harmonic structure an object capable of absolute definition and thus 
surrendering to an only quasi-scientific rigor. And now we come to the highly problematic 
aesthetics underlying neo-Riemannian theory’s claims to explicative power. Adorno suggests 
that “in aesthetics, as in all other domains, rationalization of means necessarily implies 
fetishization” (296). The hyperhexatonic system rationalizes triadic transformations to ensure an 
integrated system, and thus the potential applications of the system are unlimited; it is that 
limitlessness that is fetishized. Cohn makes this explicit when he writes that the hyperhexatonic 
is descriptively adequate for any progression. It thus replaces all other modes of naming, whether 
scale-based or Schenkerian, with the different yet no less problematic tonally non-referential 
transformations. Cohn’s choice of analytical language further reinforces the idea that the very act 
of assimilative naming enables one to control the ostensible object under investigation. 
Cohn and Siciliano’s analyses emphasize a viewpoint in which harmonic progressions are 
objects upon which one experiments in order to discover underlying unifying principles. By 
implying that music analysis is an experimental science, and in the process objectifying 
Schubert’s harmonic progressions, Cohn sets himself up to show how the piece under 
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examination achieves unity rather than attempts to find meaning in the very process. The process 
of objectification, however, is something one must be wary of. Adorno writes that “if in an 
artwork a process of development is objectivated and brought to an equilibrium, this 
objectivation thereby negates the process and reduces it to a mere as-if” (280). In this case, the 
as-if is the exclusive focus on musical structure, which negates the potential for the piece to have 
meaning beyond its component pitches. Indeed, to find meaning in the space between the 
explainable and its opposite is something studiously denied in both Cohn and Siciliano’s triad- 
and pitch-based maps. Terry Eagleton posits that “artefacts are divided against themselves, at 
once determinate and indeterminate; and nowhere is this more obvious than in the discrepancy 
between their mimetic (sensuous-expressive) and rational (constructive-organisational) moments. 
One of the many paradoxes of art is how the act of making can cause the appearance of a thing 
unmade; the ‘natural’ materials which the art works mimes, and the ‘rational’ forms which 
regulate them, will always be divergent, constituting a slippage or dissonance at the very heart of 
the work.”
94
 In much of neo-Riemannian theory the identification and classification of the 
“rational form” is the only concern, thus ignoring the dissonance that these rational forms create 
when brought into contact with the mimetic elements of any particular piece. 
Eagleton adds that “simply by virtue of its forms, art speaks up for the contingent, 
sensuous and non-identical, bears witness to the rights of the repressed against the compulsive 
pathology of the identity principle” (350). This reflects the idea that, at least theoretically, 
complete systematization in the explanation of the structure of artworks diffuses their potential 
for meaning. In neo-Riemannian theory, the identity principle lies in the absolute surety that a 
combination of simple transformations can and more importantly should account for any and all 
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relationships between two distinct triads.
95
 As with other naming enterprises, the suggestion of 
efficiency and the labeling of orientations of triad movement gives the analyst control over the 
piece, rather than the other way around. There is little pleasure in this work as it is chiefly 
concerned with labeling triadic successions. This fits well into Henry Klumpenhouwer’s 
suggestion that “indeed, much musical scholarship might be profitably viewed as an attempt to 
keep such pleasure talk to an absolute minimum.”
96
 As we have seen, the tone of objective 
scientific inquiry adopted by much of neo-Riemannian analysis disavows any attempt to speak of 
pleasure or displeasure. 
In the broadest sense, neo-Riemannian theory — like Stufentheorie — constitutes an 
assimilative theory. Both perform within the realm of the rational side of the two-sided coin of 
analysis. They both fit well with Adam Krims’s observation that “the internal coherence of 
artworks remains even today an enabling assumption of most work in the field.”
97
 Whether triads 
or scale degrees, the obsession with the identification of small units suggests a mode of analysis 
                                                
95
 Lewin reminds us that “the nature and logic of Riemannian tonal space are not isomorphic 
with the nature and logic of scale-degree space. The musical objects and relations that Riemann 
isolates and discusses are not simply the objects and relations dressed up in new packages with 
new labels; they are essentially different objects and relations, embedded in an essentially 
different geometry. That is so even if in some contexts the two spaces may coexist locally 
without apparent conflict; in the way the surface of a Mobius strip would locally resemble the 
surface of a cylinder to an ant who had not fully explored the global logic of the space.” Lewin’s 
use of Riemannian theory in this article contrasts greatly with Cohn’s explanation of the theory. 
For Lewin, the disjunction between the two types of analytical spaces is what provides a way to 
explore the meaning of D in the prayer. The Riemannian tonal space he posits allows him to 
move easily through the enharmonic seam to explore deeper meanings in the pitch space of the 
opera. Lewin, “Amfortas’s Prayer to Titurel,” 345. 
 
96
 Henry Klumpenhouwer, “Commentary: Poststructuralism and Issues of Music Theory,” 
Music/Ideology: Resisting the Aesthetic, ed. Adam Krims (Amsterdam: OPA, 1998), 297. 
 
97
 Adam Krims, “Introduction: Postmodern Musical Poetics and the Problem of ‘Close 
Reading’,” in Music/Ideology: Resisting the Aesthetic, ed. Adam Krims (Amsterdam: OPA, 
1998), 1.   
 165 
that privileges the naming and cataloging of objects. One might call neo-Riemannian theories 
prescriptive in that they create models of ideal harmonic behavior and then show how a 
particular piece functions within the paradigm. Stufentheorie tends to be self-contained, 
referencing nothing outside of its own world, while neo-Riemannian theory works only by 
posing itself against these other theories and uses a mathematical group structure (a concept 
lying outside of a strictly musical world) to create coherence. 
Like Stufentheorie, neo-Riemannian analyses create fragmented pictures of the pieces 
they purport to represent. Neo-Riemannian theory often relies on scale-degree based terms to 
define the form of a particular piece. In both Cohn and Siciliano’s analyses, long-term harmonic 
motion is often described using terms like tonic and dominant, thus undermining their claim to 
create a break from traditional theoretical models. By reading these analyses and theories 
through the lens of the dialectical relationship of part and whole, we can recognize the moments 
when this is circumvented in favor of pre-emptive unity. This is not to say that unity itself is at 
fault here, indeed, to privilege disunity is an equally faulty premise. It is the tension between the 
two states that draws my attention. 
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Chapter 4 
Mono vs. Duotonality 
 
 
I  Schenker, himself 
 
Leslie Blasius writes that “in closing his canon and thus closing his analysis, Schenker at 
once substantiates and isolates what is to be taken as music, and thus avoids any problem of 
extension. Music, as such, is to be found only at that place where the historically correct moment 
and the psychologically defined space of composition and reception coincide.”
98
 The canon, 
however, while seemingly closed, contains within it works that resist the type of integration that 
Schenker attributes to masterworks. Schubert’s “Der Atlas” is just one of such works. Despite 
this, Schenker does attempt to assimilate the problematic elements of these pieces throughout 
Der freie Satz. He tries to illustrate that even those elements that many other theories assume to 
be unassimilable can in fact be subsumed within the Ursatz. He summarizes the aesthetics of this 
assimilatory attitude when he writes that “the atmosphere of diminution is the whole.”
99
 The 
general outlines of Schenker’s theory can be understood as an attempt to define the masterwork 
(and thus the canon) through the correct composing out of the Ursatz. Masterworks assimilate 
their seemingly disparate elements to a logical extension of the composing-out of the tonic triad. 
The Ursatz is a given, a canvas on which to propose more convincing analyses of particular 
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works. Robert Snarrenberg notes that “Schenker’s concept of the musical unity of the artwork 
entails tonal arrangements brought under the concept of the triad.”
100
 Composers who fail to do 
so cannot create masterworks worthy of the canon. In Analyzing Schubert (2011), Suzannah 
Clark notes that “put bluntly, music theory is the disciplining of key relations into circles, 
triangles, toruses, grids, and other multidimensional geometries of recurring harmonic relations. 
The quest for new maps of tonal space is associated with the belief that, if only the right diagram 
could be found, the code to harmonic logic and even harmonic possibility would be cracked.”
101
 
This is a scathing critique of the project of music analysis, one that I agree with. At stake is the 
very idea that music theory should dominate over music analysis. This, of course, clashes with 
the very idea of what constitutes the unity underlying Schenkerian aesthetics. 
Schenker’s principal means of assimilating non-diatonic elements to the monotonal 
Urstaz were modal mixture and enharmonic reinterpretation. The issue of mixture certainly 
touches on the third-divider, but since this was the impetus for much of Chapter 1 the focus here 
will be on other considerations. Mixture can occur at the same middleground layer as the third-
divider, and indeed can sometimes occupy the nebulous region between the middleground and 
the background. This region is nebulous precisely because the background triad’s third could be 
heard as being in conflict with the middleground third, either as the third-divider or in mixture. 
This is precisely the kind of thing that will often occur in Schubert songs. As Clark comments, 
examining Schubert’s most adventurous harmonic structures in relation to 
existing theoretical paradigms will certainly illuminate all the ways in which 
Schubert doesn’t follow them. E contra the desire on the part of modern theorists 
to find the musical design behind Schubert’s harmonies in the songs …. is, to my 
mind, a misplaced one — even if motivated by the rightly placed desire to rescue 
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Schubert from the reputation of rambling, disordered modulation. A lack of 
overarching design that makes purely musical sense need not be synonymous with 
lack of intent. (143). 
 
This, again, clashes with Schenker’s concept that purely musical design, and purely musical 
integration, should be the definition of the masterwork. Enharmonic reinterpretation, on the other 
hand, is a rather rare — and usually unacknowledged — feature of Schenker’s analytical 
universe, occurring most often at the foreground but with potentially important middleground 
ramifications. In Chapters 1 and 2 I began to explore the idea that a suspended dialectic between 
part and whole might yield valuable analytical insight. As in Weber and Krebs, mixture and 
enharmonic reinterpretation serve, in Free Composition, to favor the whole over its constituent 
parts; for Schenker, the whole cannot be particulate; the background informs and defines every 
layer below it. In order for this to be the case, Schenker must use modal mixture and enharmonic 
reinterpretation to subsume certain refractory middleground features within the Ursatz. 
 
 
 
Example 4.1: Figure 28 from Heinrich Schenker, Der freie Satz|Bd. III aus 
"Neue musikalische Theorien und Phantasien" ©1935 Universal Edition A.G., 
Wien/UE 6869. Reproduced from Free Composition. 
 
 
 
As a way into modal mixture, Schenker writes that “in the fundamental structure, the 
fundamental line remains strictly diatonic. At the first level, however, it can contain a mixture of 
the minor and major third” (40). Because the background must be diatonic, the tension embodied 
by modal mixture is negated by its appearance only on a layer below the Ursatz, insulating the 
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diatonic whole from the non-diatonic part. Schenker guarantees that there will be no tension —
that the tonic must never be in flux — on the background by consigning modal mixture to the 
middleground. Schenker shows how this works in his Fig. 28, reproduced here as Ex. 4.1. The 
key feature of Ex. 4.1a, b, and c is that the “real” third-divider returns after the “mixed third” 
appears. The “mixed third” is displaced by the “real third” in the Urlinie before the Urlinie then 
moves to . In all such cases the modality of the Urlinie is never called into question because the 
“real”  always descends to . Thus the mixed third is always subordinate to its diatonic 
counterpart. It is not subordinate to its diatonic double in the way that a lower neighbor note is 
subordinate to its framing tones, however. For Schenker, “the mixed third does not represent a 
linear progression or a neighboring note. It provides no occasion for a cadence, but can only give 
form the opportunity to set off two or three sections against one another. Certainly, this also 
means a delay, a tension, but, in a strict organic sense, mixture is less form-indicating, less form-
generating than division or interruption” (41). The mixed third is not as form-generating as either 
division (whereby the Urlinie is divided into two third spans from  to  and from  to ) or 
interruption (where the Urlinie is interrupted at  and must resume its descent from ) because it 
does not directly effect the unfolding of the Ursatz. Curiously, Schenker writes that the mixed 
third must not be confirmed by a cadence in the modally changed key area, because if the piece 
were to do so it might call in to question the modal identity of the Urlinie, and this must be 
avoided. How one should deal with such a piece is not made clear in Free Composition, perhaps 
because of the need to preserve the identity of the Ursatz. If the mixed third were to be 
confirmed by cadence, then the modally changed key would appear on the background, while the 
original mode would be assumed to be illusory. Note also that each of the examples occurs in 
major, as if to suggest that the most common (or maybe only) form of mixture is for a major key 
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to become minor and not vice versa. Schenker also posits that, at least in its prototypical form, 
mixture at  is supported by a continuation of the initial I in the bass at the background. But 
because mixture occurs at the first layer of the middleground, this situation is more complicated. 
 
 
 
Example 4.2: Schubert, Waltz, Op. 9, No. 2 from Heinrich Schenker, Der freie Satz|Bd. 
III aus "Neue musikalische Theorien und Phantasien," Fig. 30b ©1935 Universal Edition 
A.G., Wien/UE 6869. Reproduced from Free Composition. 
 
 
 
Schenker provides two examples of the mixed third at the first layer of the middleground. 
Ex. 4.2 reproduces his Fig. 30b, a middleground diagram of Schubert’s Waltz in A  Major, Op. 
9, No. 2 (1821). He says that the diagrams in Fig. 30 both correspond to Fig. 28a. While this is 
true, both illustrations contain features that do not so easily conform to Fig. 28a. Figs. 30a and b 
do, however, definitively feature Urlinie descents from  and both strongly reference . The 
Schubert waltz is a short piece, a mere sixteen measures long, divided into two brief sections. 
The first section, ms. 1-8, is in an uncomplicated A  major, and prominently features both C as  
and E  as . But the waltz suggests that a descent from  is not as unambiguously apparent as 
Schenker might want it to be. While  occurs in ms. 1, the upper voice leaves it in favor of  in 
ms. 5;  is then elaborated until ms. 7. E  in ms. 7 leaps down across the barline to A  in ms. 8, 
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clearly in an inner voice. So where Schenker shows a clearly defined  Kopfton, the music is 
more complex. 
One might plausibly suggest that the piece ascends from C at ms. 1 through D  at ms. 3 
before arriving at the Kopfton E  at ms. 5. This provides a problem for mixture. In each of the 
models for modal mixture, the “real”  in the Urlinie occurs before its modally altered 
counterpart. But if we hear this piece as a descent from  the modally altered  would then occur 
in ms. 10, before its unaltered, diatonic counterpart. A descent from  would replace the problem 
of mixture with something altogether different and call the modal identity of the Ursatz into 
question. We would be inclined to hear  in ms. 9, supported by V, moving to  in ms. 10, 
supported by I . Indeed even if we are to hear mixture at ms. 10, it goes against the notion that 
the mixed third cannot be confirmed using a cadence because just such a motion, V–I , occurs in 
ms. 9-10. Schenker does acknowledge the V–I  motion in ms. 9-10 but because he hears the 
Urlinie’s descent starting on  it is relegated to the higher level of the middleground and 
subsumed within mixture. If we hear  in ms. 10 as the logical continuation from  in ms. 9, and 
we have no indication that it’s not, C  suggests that A  minor lies at the background. The waltz, 
however, clearly begins and ends in A  major; the Ursatz must therefore be major. If we hear C  
in ms. 10 as , then we would need to hear C  in ms. 14 — the pitch Schenker identifies as the 
Kopfton — as cutting off the possibility of C . Indeed, this particular descent from would not 
be exemplary of modal mixture because modal mixture involves a deviation from the real  that 
ultimately returns to it. Modal mixture thus assumes the form of a three-note passing motion 
rather than the mere juxtaposition of two conflicting modal potentialities. In order to ensure that 
his diagram of the Schubert waltz conforms to the prototype outlined in Fig. 28a, Schenker must 
show that the piece exhibits a descent from . 
 172 
This brings us back full circle to Schenker’s assimilative aesthetics. Given that the 
“atmosphere of diminution” is always that of the whole, he is forced to use enharmonic 
reinterpretation to continue the middleground C  through to the foreground. If it didn’t, this 
particular diminution would not conform to the whole; it would be particulate and call attention 
to itself as anomalous. This enharmonic reinterpretation occurs when he shows the pitches of ms. 
11-12 not in E major (as they are notated in the score) but in F  major. One might be tempted to 
take Schenker at his word and accept the notion that modal mixture requires us to hear the pitch-
class content of ms. 11 and 12 enharmonically, but this out of keeping with the attention the 
piece itself focuses on these measures. In addition, if mixture can only occur after the real  
occurs in the Urlinie, then we are retrospectively forced to hear the prominent E s in ms. 5-7 as 
occurring above the unfolding of the melodic line. This is in fact precisely what Schenker does; 
he makes sure that C  is heard as a deformation of the Kopfton that ultimately returns to rightful 
— C — in ms. 14. We can clearly see that Schenker uses both modal mixture and enharmonic 
reinterpretation to assimilate the potentially anomalous harmonies of the second section of the 
waltz into a single, all encompassing arpeggiation of the tonic triad. 
 
 
 
Example 4.3: Chopin, Mazurka, Op. 17, No. 3 (1834) from Heinrich Schenker, Der freie 
Satz|Bd. III aus “Neue musikalische Theorien und Phantasien,” Fig. 30a ©1935 
Universal Edition A.G., Wien/UE 6869. Reproduced from Free Composition. 
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Turning then to Schenker’s Fig. 30a, reproduced here as Ex. 4.3, we discover another 
piece that doesn’t quite fit into Fig. 28a’s model of modal mixture.
102
 Enharmonicism once again 
plays an important role in the music in question. Because of the length of Chopin’s Mazurka in 
A  Major, Op. 17, No. 3 (1834), I will not go into the same depth as the discussion of the 
Schubert waltz above, but Schenker’s diagram — and the assimilative way in which modal 
mixture is invoked — nonetheless bears investigation. In Fig. 30a, Schenker juxtaposes a bare-
bones background/middleground picture with a far more complex diagram of the foreground. 
Like the Schubert waltz, the mazurka is in A  major, with a descent from . Unlike the Schubert 
waltz, however, there is little question that  is the progenitor of the Urlinie’s descent. The 
problem of whether or not the piece exhibits modal mixture seems, therefore, to be diffused. In 
this case, the modally mixed  is not supported by I, which would seem to indicate that the 
mazurka doesn’t fall under the rubric of modal mixture. Rather, the piece exhibits a problematic 
mix of C and C  at the first layer of the middleground. But once again things are not as they 
seem, for the score verifies that Schenker’s C  is in fact a B . As in the Schubert waltz, sharps 
intrude into the realm of flats, but unlike the Schubert waltz the sharps take over for 39 measures 
where B  participates in — and rules over — a lengthy unfolding of E major. 
Unlike the Schubert waltz, enharmonic reinterpretation and modal mixture merge in 
Schenker’s analysis of the mazurka; both serve to assimilate the anomalous E major second 
section of the piece to the background unfolding of A  major. The problem for Schenker is how 
to create a logical diminution that can encompass E major within A  major. The first issue with 
hearing B  as C  is that it is supported by E and is confirmed by multiple full cadences. This 
seems to fly in the face of Schenker’s understanding of mixture as a phenomenon that cannot be 
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confirmed by cadence. But then again the entire piece seems ill-suited to a description of modal 
mixture anyway. Instead of hearing B  is a version of , Schenker turns away from A  major 
altogether. The music moves from A  major to E major in by holding A  and C  in ms. 40 over 
the barline and respelling them as G  and B  in ms. 41. Although they are reinterpreted 
enharmonically, the mazurka ultimately delineates B  as  in E major rather than  in A  major. 
It does so perhaps most importantly through the sheer length of time the piece spends in E major. 
While we might be inclined to hear enharmonically for the first few measures of the second 
section, we would be hard pressed to hear E major as F  major for much longer than that. The 
problem is born out in the relationship between Schenker’s two diagrams. Schenker accurately 
portrays the foreground in E major while simultaneously suggesting that at the middleground and 
background we are meant to hear F  major as supporting . But even if we hear this as real, it 
still doesn’t address the problem of hearing C  as participating in the expansion of the A  major 
tonic triad. For, as Schenker points out, C /B is not supported by A  but rather by F /E. Fig. 30a, 
therefore, doesn’t really correspond to Fig. 28a. Schenker uses enharmonic reinterpretation to 
suggest that B  is actually C , which allows him to assimilate this anomalous key through 
mixture. But the issue here, as in Schubert waltz, is that Schenker is trying to fit the proverbial 
square peg into a round hole. E major breaks with A  major and presents itself as an alternative 
to it. While it can be subsumed within A  major, as Schenker does, one must question the 
validity of such a move. 
As we have seen, Schenker believes the middleground must confirm the organic 
coherence of the background: 
The coherence of the whole, which is guaranteed by the fundamental structure, 
reveals the development of one single chord into a work of art. Thus, the tonality 
of this chord alone is present, and whatever else we may regard as a key at the 
foreground level can only an illusory one. Since the bass arpeggiation of the 
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fundamental structure is also transferred to the illusory keys, there chords, too, 
represent harmonic degrees within the newly emerged cadences. Nevertheless, 
since these degrees belong to a cadence that is merely transferred, they occupy a 
different rank from the degrees of the earlier levels. The error in the viewpoint of 
present-day theory consists in the mechanical reading of the degrees at their face 
value. This can only obstruct the perception of coherence. (112) 
 
By allowing only the tonality of the tonic triad, Schenker privileges the whole over any of its 
constituent parts. His diagrams express an organic coherence that grows out of, is connected to, 
and confirms the tonality of the tonic triad. This sometimes forces him to create connections 
between conflicting sections using both modal mixture and enharmonic reinterpretation. We can 
see, in Schenker’s diagrams, the problems an a priori integrative theory has when faced with a 
potentially contradictory middleground diminution. For Schenker, non-assimilation entails a 
contradiction in both spirit and law. As Peter Smith writes, “a central task of Schenkerian 
analysis is the location of boundaries for harmonic prolongation on all levels of structure.”
103
 A 
Schenkerian perspective’s ultimate goal is the specific location of structural events that 
ultimately fit into a single prolongational triad. We see this in use of enharmonicism is 
Schenker’s Fig. 30. By strictly defining the boundaries of middleground mixture, Schenker 
ensures that they fall under the theoretical models described in Fig. 28. However, a more 
flexible, quasi-Schenkerian perspective — one that attends to voice-leading without assuming a 
single a priori outcome for the piece — can potentially allow non-assimilated and anomalous 
harmonies to flourish. My analysis of “Der Atlas” in Chapter 1 carves out an interpretive space 
for these possibilities within such a quasi-Schenkerian perspective. 
Schenker writes that “despite the eternal sameness of linear progressions, there is still 
room in the art of music for countless gifted composers” (27). By “eternal sameness” Schenker is 
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referencing the Ursatz as the endpoint for all diminutions, which have to answer to its power. In 
terms of how diminutions are integrated, he explains that “the bass participates in the formation 
of all unified configurations of the upper voice, of whatever nature they may be, and decisively 
determines their beginnings and endings. The value of a masterwork rests to no small degree 
upon a purposeful and ingenious construction of the bass” (102). For Schenker, a “purposeful” 
construction of the bass means a strong articulation of the I–V–I progression on the background. 
Pieces that deviate from this model are seen as being somehow deficient. Here we see 
Schenker’s prioritization of the whole over its constituent parts. As he makes clear throughout 
Free Composition — and as we have seen in our discussion of modal mixture and 
enharmonicism in both the Schubert waltz and Chopin mazurka — Schenker values pieces that 
fit within the universal coherence of a single diatonic Ursatz. Mixture must conform to this 
principle without suggesting an alternative modality for the tonic triad. This, however, is 
precisely what many of Schubert’s songs do. While they often exhibit an Ursatz at the 
background, certain middleground features — such as the identity of the third-divider and the 
appearance of the mixed third before its time — often call their complete integration into 
question. In Schenker’s use of enharmonic reinterpretation to cope with the sudden appearance 
of multiple sharps in ms. 11-12 of Schubert’s waltz, diminutions that resist integration must be 
forced into a relation with the background. To disregard Schenker’s preference for the whole 
over its constituent parts is therefore to ignore how he formulates his theory to sanction only 
certain types of harmonic successions. 
The issue of how to deal with modal mixture is one that has long occupied analysts of 
Schubert’s music. As we have seen, modal mixture is a fascinating issue from a Schenkerian 
perspective. It in fact rears its head in perhaps the most famous diagram Schenker drew of a 
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Schubert song, that of “Auf dem Flusse” D. 911, No. 7 (1827), although Schenker does not 
discuss modal mixture in conjunction with his diagram. Because David Lewin provides an 
exemplary analysis of the song, and shows how mixture provides a way of understanding the 
poet’s interrogation of his own memories, we will not need to spend too much time with it.
104
 
Schenker’s diagram, reproduced in Ex. 4.4, nevertheless bears discussion in light of our 
comments on modal mixture above. In his brief critique of Schenker’s sketch, Lewin suggests 
that Schenker skips from ms. 41 to ms. 52 because he seems uncomfortable with mixture at the 
background (128). While it is true that the diagram moves quickly through these measures, I find 
myself more fascinated, as both Lewin and Clark are, by the extremely late arrival of the G  
Kopfton. What bothers me, at least from the perspective of non-assimilation, is how the initial 
arpeggiation through E major results in a Kopfton of G natural. Schenker writes that “the 
arpeggiation of a tenth represents that of a third.”
105
 In this case, however, the third and the tenth 
are not the same interval, as the initial arpeggiation rises through E major, while the goal of the 
tenth is G ,  in E minor. The third, that is, is major, while the tenth is minor. It is curious that 
Schenker does not attempt to integrate the problematic G  as part of modal mixture (an issue 
Clark also considers). As Lewin observes, it is strange that Schenker does not hear G  in ms. 1 as 
a Kopfton that is then transferred up an octave at ms. 53 (123). If Schenker were to recognize the 
initial G  as the Kopfton, and thus as the “real” , he could then show G  as the mere 
consequence of modal mixture. When G  returns, G  would then fit into the theoretical paradigm 
of middleground mixture. In other words, G  would “deform” the initial G , and the song would 
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then return to G  before beginning the Urlinie’s descent. In many ways, “Auf dem Flusse” 
exhibits a far more simple picture of mixture than those that Schenker chooses for Fig. 30. As we 
saw, a bit of enharmonic trickery was needed in order for Schenker to show middleground 
mixture in both the Schubert waltz and the Chopin mazurka. In “Auf dem Flusse,” the situation 
is seemingly more straightforward. E major is clearly present at the first level of the 
middleground, while the background occurs in E minor. If he were to suggest that the Kopfton 
occurs in ms. 1 it would defeat the purpose of the diagram, which is to show an initial 
arpeggiation and underline the identity of the third and the tenth. Perhaps Schenker’s reluctance 
to suggest that the song also exhibits middleground modal mixture stems from a feature we 
observed in Fig. 28, which is that modal mixture occurs only when a major-mode Urlinie 
encounters . Why there are no examples of a minor piece with major mixture is never 
explained. In any event, there are no such examples in Fig. 28, which may explain why Schenker 
neglects to mention mixture to connection with this song, where the major third E–G  and minor 
third E–G  exist in conflict during the middleground ascent to the Kopfton. 
 
 
Example 4.4: Schubert. “Auf dem Flusse” from Heinrich Schenker, Der freie Satz|Bd. III 
aus “Neue musikalische Theorien und Phantasien,” Fig. 40/2 ©1935 Universal Edition 
A.G., Wien/UE 6869. Reproduced from Free Composition. 
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Clark, likewise, recognizes certain problems with Schenker’s diagram of the song. But 
her explanation hinges on a different interpretation of Schenker’s conception of modal mixture. 
“E major, the key to which G  minor most obviously belongs, is not the home tonic .… The 
unfolding of a major triad threatens the integrity of Schenker’s basic tenet of monotonality. 
Schenker solves this problem by omitting any mention of G  minor from his graph altogether. 
But contrary to what one might assume, this omission takes great effort” (82). This omission of 
G  minor is what Lewin picks up on and amplifies in his own analysis, making it the place where 
the song expresses its underlying meaning. In this, Clark points out, Lewin creates a hermeneutic 
window. She then goes on to write that “Schenker engineers an enormous apreggiation in the 
upper voice to cover the move from E minor to E major and back to E minor, which occupies the 
first four and a half stanzas of this five-stanza song. This is instead of mixture, the very concept 
Schenker formulated to accommodate such occasions” (82). She writes that he could have used 
mixture to explain it, even though he doesn’t. I argue, in contrast, that mixture isn’t really an 
option for Schenker because of the way he formulates mixture as a move from  to  rather than 
to . In fact what Clark latches onto is the G  in the bass, not the G  in the soprano. For 
Schenker to legitimize a I– III–V bass arpeggiation would, as Clark sees it, be the greater of two 
evils. As such he must rule out this possibility. She believes this to be the reason why he goes to 
such great lengths to subordinate G  in the initial arpeggiation to the Kopfton G . She thus comes 
to a different conclusion than I do when she writes that 
it was not … any dissatisfaction with his own definition of mixture or any desire 
to elevate the status of E major that led Schenker away from mixture in analyzing 
this song. Quite the opposite: he wanted to ensure that E major remained 
subordinate. The striking major-triad arpeggiation in the upper voice does not 
suggest the first 52 measures are governed by a major key. Schenker is careful to 
express the “mixture” of modes in the roman numerals below the stave …. With 
this solution, Schenker successfully maintained his theory of monotonality. That 
is to say, even though the arpeggiation occupies some 50 measures of the song 
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and is in a major key, it poses no threat to Schenker’s notion that the fundamental 
line and structure must always remain diatonic. It occurs at a lower level than the 
Urlinie (note that the pitches of the arpeggiation are not beamed, but those of the 
Urlinie are). (86) 
 
The important thing here is that Clark sees Schenker, as we have, as fundamentally concerned 
with the maintenance of monotonality to the detriment of other considerations. By relegating the 
issue of mixture to a parenthetical roman-numeral annotation, Schenker (at least for Clark) 
acknowledges that mixture occurs at a level far removed from the background. 
Clark is therefore content to let Schenker allow mixture to function beginning at the level 
below background. Hers is a gentle critique, which is not to say that she doesn’t make an 
important contribution to our understanding of non-assimilation. As Clark sees its, Schenker 
feels a greater responsibility to his theory than he does to the song itself: “The choices 
represented in his graph of ‘Auf dem Flusse’ are aimed at containing Schubert’s harmony. 
Schenker domesticates Schubert. The chromatic harmonic activity of this song happens entirely 
outside of the tones of the background structure. The threat to monotonality is assuaged — E 
major and its attendant keys take place out of bounds, as it were” (86). The idea that any theory 
would “domesticate” a piece is important. One might even wish that she would take the idea 
further to suggest that the very act of domestication is something that needs to be avoided. She 
often states that Schubert’s music resists normative notions of music theory, but does not go so 
far as to suggest that this resistance might be productive. Her assessments of different theorists’ 
attempts to deal with Schubert’s errant harmonies are nonetheless quite sensitive. 
Clark shows that the moment in which a given theory struggles with a particular harmony 
creates a hermeneutic window. Rather than peer through these windows, however, she is content 
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to label them and note their existence.
106
 Each of her explorations of other theorists’s analyses 
“reveals that hermeneutics does not depend solely upon the skill of the analyst and his or her 
ability to draw out details in the music (and text!) but also on the choice of theoretical lens that 
guides what he or she is likely to detect as the ‘breaking point’ in the music” (104). This means 
that she rarely identifies anomalous harmonies other than to point out that they create 
hermeneutic windows within a particular theoretical perspective. Her comments on Schenker’s 
picture of “Auf dem Flusse” are exemplary in this regard. Indeed, her discussion of Schenker and 
Lewin is anomalous within the book as a whole, one of the few times she devotes a substantial 
amount of time to a single song.
107
 In the most general sense Analyzing Schubert is concerned 
less with actual analysis then with the ways in which one’s preconditioned theoretical training 
influences how one hears music. 
Clark’s project is to critique modes of theorizing that privilege a certain conception of 
unity; combined with the use of Kofi Agawu’s hermeneutic schema, the approach is successful. 
Her focus on Schubert is deliberate, given Schubert’s “modern legacy [as] a strain on music 
theory” (58). This brings her quickly into contact with Schenker. As we have seen, she has an 
interesting angle on the question of why he felt the need to diagram “Auf dem Flusse.” For 
Schenker, Beethoven’s music provided the best examples of diminutions subsumed within the 
unfolding of the tonic triad. Beethoven’s music, therefore, is the ultimate example of the 
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“correct” use of diminutions to create a masterwork. Clark’s critique of Schenker not only stems 
from her dissatisfaction with the way we (and he) write about Schubert, but also with our 
collective inheritance, from Schenker and others, of Beethoven’s music as the basis for much of 
our music theory. “Schubert’s music seems to offer the opportunity to explode many 
assumptions about the normative and prescriptive pretensions of music theory. In short, while 
Beethoven’s music was certainly the vehicle through which much tonal theory was shaped, it 
seems that his contemporary, Schubert, is the ideal vehicle through which it can be questioned” 
(271). This questioning is not achieved in Schenker, whose goal is to discover the universal form 
underlying each particular piece. For Clark, this is a problem underlying most modern attempts 
to “deal” with Schubert’s harmonies. Her main critique of modern attempts to theorize 
Schubert’s harmonies is that “they look for architectural designs that are transferable from one 
song to another” (94). In other words, the analyses she critiques attempt to create universal, 
normative, rules for the structure of the songs without taking in to account that this very idea is 
resisted by the harmonies of songs themselves. For Clark, Harald Krebs’s theories are (as we 
shall see) problematic precisely because they attempt to create theoretical coherence transferable 
across the boundaries of individual songs. 
Kramer writes that “Schubert comes close to identifying the norm, not as the subject’s 
anchor, but as its grave. He seeks to represent deviation as affirmation, as positive difference 
rather than default, as desirable lack rather than insufficiency.”
108
 For Kramer, the very nature of 
this music resists the assimilating force a Schenkerian background demands. Perhaps one of the 
reasons Schenker considers so few Schubert songs in Free Composition is that their harmonic 
anomalies cannot be subsumed into the background and middleground structures required by his 
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analytical technique. The invocation of multiple harmonic avenues, the evocation of opposing 
modalities, and the creation of conflicting and conflicted subjects in many of Schubert’s songs 
— certainly in “Der Atlas” and, as we shall see, in “Meeres Stille” — exposes background and 
middleground structures that resist assimilation.
109
 Expanding the techniques of Schenkerian 
analysis to accommodate these particular harmonic structures, rather than consciously using the 
concepts underlying hearing with Schenkerian ears, creates a number of problematic analytical 
enterprises. The most noteworthy and successful of them is Harald Krebs’s work on alternatives 
to monotonality. 
 
 
 
 
II  Two Tonics? 
 
 In a series of articles focusing primarily on Schubert’s songs, Harald Krebs explores the 
potential analytical implications of non-monotonality.
110
 Krebs’s extension of Schenker’s 
theories ultimately focuses on what he calls tonally “paired” pieces. He writes that “tonal pairing 
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is … an association of two tonics at the highest level, the level of the controlling tonic.”
111
 This 
is of course contradictory, if not sacrilegious, from a Schenkerian point of view. This causes 
problems for Krebs’s analytical endeavor. Paradoxically, Krebs often has to use similar, but not 
the exact same, assimilative techniques to those outlined in Section I — modal mixture and 
enharmonic reinterpretation — even while challenging the basic underlying assumption of a 
single underlying triad. Clark also recognizes this and notes that “the most radical aspect of his 
approach is that he dispenses with monotonality. In all other respects, Schenker’s voice-leading 
principles function normally. The middle- and foreground levels of these structures may be said 
to operate in much the same way as so-called monotonal works. The ‘deviation’ — to use 
Krebs’s word — manifests itself at the point of transition or schism between the two 
backgrounds” (110). While Krebs is not explicitly aesthetic in his claims (and thus shies away 
from suggesting that conflict at the most basic levels creates certain types of subjects), the songs 
he picks certainly have the potential to shed light on the ways in which non-assimilated 
harmonies come to the surface. The sense of conflict between two potential tonics eventually 
comes to the fore, if only partially, which suggests that an expanded Schenkerian perspective can 
accommodate a critical tension between part and whole. 
Krebs disputes the notion that, in David Loeb’s words, we only “strive to perceive 
compositions or movements as single unified tonal structures extending over an entire work, with 
details understood in the perspective of these structures. If a movement begins or ends in a key 
other than the main tonality, we view such passages simply as appendages to structures which 
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still operate over nearly entire pieces.”
112
 This is the standard Schenkerian view, and Schenker 
himself, as we have seen, always finds a way to ensure monotonality in works that fit within his 
canon. Krebs begins his dissertation by explaining how “apparent keys” — Schenker’s term, in 
this case — are created and the limits this imposes on analysis. “From a harmonic standpoint, 
apparent keys are prolongations of the various steps of the tonic scale, diatonic or chromatically 
altered. On the middleground level, then, a tonal piece of music is truly a chord progression 
within the tonic” (7). For Schenker, this means that apparent keys arise when a harmony from the 
first level of the middleground, as part of the overall movement from I to V in the Baßbrechung, 
is prolonged so that it acts like a local tonic. The important thing is that each of these apparent 
keys can be subsumed within the progression from I to V in the background. Krebs suggests that 
when this progression is disrupted, apparent keys lose their analytical power. Krebs shows that 
pieces that exhibit this type of assimilatory strategy participate in what he terms the “tonic-
dominant axis,” moving, at the background, from I to V and back to I and dissipating the power 
of apparent keys to create alternative tonal strategies. As long as the I–V–I motion is present, 
chromatic apparent keys are secondary, no matter however extended the digression. 
Problems arise, however, when apparent keys do not occur within the tonic-dominant 
axis. Mostly this happens when the tonic moves to a third-related chord, either III or VI, and then 
back to the tonic. Krebs calls this type of motion “tonic oscillation” (106). When the key to 
which the tonic moves is chromatically altered, this apparent key has the potential to disrupt the 
composing-out of the Ursatz. The orientation toward a referential tonic — and the ability to 
recognize this at all levels of structure — is a key feature of any monotonal analysis; even 
apparent keys with great structural weight must be heard within this paradigm. For Robert 
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Snarrenberg, “Schenker’s aesthetic preference for fulfillment and satisfaction is clearly revealed 
in the priority assigned to the goal. No matter what resistance is experienced in the taking of the 
path, it is always overcome: the pleasure of the path can be extended, protracted, but not in the 
end voided” (130). Apparent keys only temporarily disrupt the path, never actually turning the 
piece to a new trajectory. For Schenker, this orientation toward the tonic may be masked but 
never completely dissolved. This is not the case, however, in pieces that exhibit tonic oscillation. 
Krebs writes that “tonic oscillation often has a debilitating effect upon tonality. Even diatonic 
oscillations are less strongly tonal progressions than the progressions I–III–V–I and I–VI–V–I; 
the former progressions are not oriented toward I as are the latter.”
113
 When a piece moves 
diatonically from I to III (or VI) and back to I, it can be understood as fitting within the 
prolongation of the initial tonic triad, even though these progressions do not contain the crucial 
V. Even when we are speaking of keys rather than chords the idea still applies. But when these 
keys are chromatically altered, and V never directs the piece back to I, then Schenkerian 
monotonality is threatened.  
Krebs writes that “the motion from I to a chromatic triad, on the other hand, involves a 
departure from the sound of I to a new and foreign sonic region, and the connection between I 
and the chromatic triad is not immediately clear.” 
The ear thus becomes disoriented; it is not sure of its present location in relation 
to I. If the ear is to be reoriented and the role of the chromatic triad as a triad 
subordinate to I is to be clarified, a V triad must follow the chromatic triad. As 
was mentioned, the dominant is a reference point among the scale steps; it points 
back toward I no matter how remote from I are the harmonies preceding it, thus 
alleviating the disorientation caused by these remote triads. In the chromatic 
oscillatory progression, this reference point is missing. The tonic triad, returning 
directly after the disorienting chromatic triad, is therefore not clearly recognizable 
as the tonic. When the tonic is not recognizable, tonality must be said to be 
weakened. (107) 
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The most important part of this statement is that this move to a chromatic triad disorients the ear 
and thus calls the return to tonic, or better the hearing of the return of tonic as tonic, in to 
question. This corresponds to part (3) of my definition of non-assimilated and anomalous 
harmonies (see p. 13), that they disrupt the prevailing harmonic/voice leading process, often in 
such a way as to suggest a different direction for the context in which it arises. In other words, if 
tonic oscillation involves a chromatically altered key, we perceive the return to the original tonic 
as less strong than it should be. The chromatically altered apparent key thus attains the power to 
disorient. As Krebs turns to pieces that complicate tonic oscillation and ultimately break the 
tonic-dominant axis, the foundational background of monotonality begins to fail. For Kramer, 
“the problem is Schenker’s assumption that the structural background is foundational in the 
strongest sense, that it supplies the essential truth to which all further knowledge of the music 
can be subordinated.”
114
 Kramer urges us not to become complacent about assuming the 
background to be infallible. Indeed, Krebs finds the foundational background problematic as he 
moves into ever more harmonically anomalous pieces. 
An excellent example of how tonic oscillation creates a problematic background 
trajectory occurs in Krebs’s discussion of “Der Musensohn” D. 764 (1822). Ex. 4.5 reproduces 
his diagram of the song. In the song, G major and B major govern alternate verses, with the song 
finally coming to rest on G major. B major, of III , is not subsumed within the tonic-dominant 
axis; III  never moves to V, but rather always directly back to I. Krebs illustrates this by showing 
that G major’s V is always set off and apart from B major. Another feature of the diagram that 
bears investigation is something Krebs often comments on as an important element of tonic 
oscillation — the reinterpretation of the Kopfton. He writes that “the mediant or submediant triad 
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within a tonic oscillation may have a supportive function with respect to the Kopfton of a work. 
It may reinterpret the Kopfton, creating for it a new vertical context and also making available 
new horizontal spans for its prolongation” (105-106). In “Der Musensohn,” we can see this when 
Krebs labels D  in ms. 30 as  in G major rather than  in B major. Because he wants to 
preserve monotonality at all levels of structure, Krebs is forced to hear D  as , which ensures 
that G major is still operative at the background. Paradoxically, the reinterpretation of the 
Kopfton shows how G major is weakened by the fact that B major never moves to V. Or at least 
that is what Krebs hopes to show; it’s hard to hear, given the strength of G major at both the 
beginning and ending of the song. Labeling D  as moreover, involves a fascinating 
connection with Schenker’s description of modal mixture. Remember that for Schenker mixture 
of the third only occurs after the “real”  has appeared. The reinterpretation of the Kopfton in 
“Der Musensohn” is predicated on the same principle — that we know the identity of the 
Kopfton, which is then reinterpreted, and then returns to its original. The breaking of the “tonic-
dominant axis” suggests the potential for alternative discourses. In terms of creating an ex-
centric landscape, the breaking of the tonic-dominant axis proves fruitful. This creates both 
“centrifugal” and “centripedal” forces, a concept dear to the heart of early Romantic aesthetics 
and one that can certainly be heard in many of Schubert’s poetic texts.
115
 Neither force — I or III 
— negates the other, instead creating indelible and irresolvable tension. Krebs, by showing that 
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the governing tonality can be weakened by the tonic oscillation, paves the way to show how 
pieces that begin but never finish this oscillation undermine the monotonal premise. 
 
 
Example 4.5: Schubert, “Der Musensohn” from 
“Third-Relation and Dominant in Late 18th- and Early 19th-Century Music,” Fig. II.30 
©1980 by Harald Krebs. 
 
The ultimate collapse of both tonic oscillation and the tonic-dominant axis occurs when 
pieces begin in one key and end in another. When this occurs what would be thought of as an 
apparent key in the context of monotonality becomes a real tonic by the end of the piece. Many 
Schenkerians would attempt to subsume this type of piece within the designation of the “off-
tonic opening.”
116
 In an off-tonic beginning, the key in which a piece begins is subsumed, often 
as a form of V preparation, within the key in which the piece ultimately ends, thus ensuring 
monotonality. For Krebs, however, this approach is unsatisfactory, or at least it doesn’t quite do 
justice to the effect of the harmonic underpinnings of the piece. He prefers to hear the initial 
tonic as tonic and then discover where and how it dissolves. He contrasts this with the typical 
Schenkerian approach: “on the rare occasions when Schenker deals with such works, he adopts 
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the opposite approach, regarding triad Y as the tonic, and all preceding large scale triads, 
including X, as harmonies within that tonic” (128-129). The problem occurs in pieces that cannot 
be convincingly analyzed only in terms of the final tonic. Many pieces cannot be easily described 
in terms of Schenkerian re-integration — retrospectively hearing the opening tonic in terms of 
the final, definitive one — and for these Krebs describes a mode of analysis best described as 
duo-tonal. In pieces that exhibit duo-tonality, two keys, often related by third, are articulated 
through concrete Urlinien that cannot be assimilated or subordinated to one another. This lack of 
integration finds additional expression in the idea that a single Kopfton cannot govern the entire 
work. In duo-tonal pieces, the Kopfton associated with the final tonic cannot be heard as the 
Kopfton of the key that begins the piece. 
By replacing a single tonic with two tonal centers, Krebs breaks with Schenker’s 
analyses, replacing one type of background structure with another. Krebs never suggests that 
there might be a tension between these two tonics, preferring to merely describe the replacement 
of one by the other. One piece that resists this replacement is “Meeres Stille” D. 216 (1815); 
Section IV addresses his complex reading.
117
 When dealing with pieces that begin in one key and 
end in another, Krebs uses integrative techniques familiar to Schenkerian analysts.
118
 The sense 
of an integral tension, or perhaps better of an ellipse, proves hard to detect. The language Krebs 
uses here is suggestive of the problem at hand. He chooses words like “weakening” and “drastic” 
to describe the plight of the tonic triad (125). Schenker, of course, would never suggest that the 
generating tonic triad is capable of being weakened in a well-formed piece. But Krebs is not 
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particularly interested in the aesthetic implications of non-integration. In fairness to Krebs, an 
investigation into the implications of duo-tonality is not his stated purpose. Duo-tonality is a 
descriptive technique purporting to show how the piece unfolds, not why it might do so. This 
becomes less the case in “Some Early Examples of Tonal Pairing: Schubert’s ‘Meeres Stille’ and 
‘Der Wanderer,’” but it underlies the project nevertheless. When Krebs does engage the question 
of meaning, he tends to fall back onto the idea that the explicit or implicit text of a piece explains 
its “errant” structure. To suggest that the musical anomaly merely represents text, rather than 
acting together with it to create a certain subject, reinforces the idea that structure rather than 
meaning underlies the theory. For Krebs, “it is significant that most of these works are Lieder; 
the text explains the anomalous structure and renders it acceptable to the ear” (166). By relying 
on extra-musical forces to provide a coherence that seems to be lacking, Krebs hears the musical 
structure as an appropriation of the text. He goes on to suggest that “in the Lieder, it is often the 
text that holds the work together; the text accounts for each harmonic shift” (169). He then ends 
with the idea that “these works … , though anomalous, are not products of undisciplined 
‘romantic’ imaginations, but rather of the most careful thought and planning” (169). The careful 
thought and planning lies in the music’s correct appropriation of the narrative structure of the 
text. Instead of hearing the text and music as intertwined Krebs hears music as representing the 
text. Anomaly is explained away as being motivated by the text, which, however, is 
underinterpreted. 
Relying heavily on Schenkerian graphing techniques, each of Krebs’s song analyses 
provides a glimpse into the possibilities of hearing errant harmonies through Schenkerian ears. It 
is only in “Alternatives to Monotonality in Early Nineteenth-Century Music” that any sense of 
the positive aspects of tension begins to creep in. Here Krebs suggests that “the young Schubert 
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similarly utilizes tonal pairing to represent tensions and conflicts inherent in his texts.”
119
 Once 
again, the crucial word is “represent,” which suggests that harmonic anomalies are best 
explained in non-musical terms. The potentially duo-tonal songs Krebs analyzes fall into two 
different harmonic categories: (1) pieces that begin and end in different keys and permit no 
subordination of one to the other, thus establishing a single tonic for the entire piece, and (2) 
pieces that begin and end in the same key but nevertheless articulate an alternative tonic 
somewhere in the middle of the piece. “Der Alpenjäger” D. 524 (1817), falls into the first 
category, while “Meeres Stille” D. 216 (1815) falls into the second. The way that Krebs analyzes 
pieces in the second category comes closest to my definition of non-assimilated and anomalous 
harmonies. Even though pieces in the first category present ample opportunities for non-
assimilation, in moving from one tonic to another they essentially rule out other, unrealized 
trajectories. Merely beginning and ending in different keys is not enough to dismiss them from 
our purview, however. As we will see, “Der Alpenjäger” creates harmonic trajectories that 
remain unrealized. Pieces that begin and end in different keys are fragmentary at their very core, 
thus paradoxically making part (4) of the non-assimilated and anomalous harmonies definition 
— that the harmony remains unsubsumed within the whole, the fragment or trace of an 
unrealized possibility — more difficult to maintain. They do not create optimum conditions for 
ensuring dynamic and unresolvable tensions immanent to the piece. The two tonics merely 
replace each other at the background. Even though they do not conform to the norm of 
monotonality we can hear them creating new possibilities for normal assimilative outcomes 
rather than engaging in an unresolved dialectic between fragment and whole. 
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“If successful sublimation and integration are made the end-all and be-all of the artwork,” 
writes Adorno, “it loses the force by which it exceeds the given,” something that holds for theory 
as well.
120
 For Adorno, the given can be understood as normal everyday existence, in which 
integration is normative. In most duo-tonic analyses, the given is not exceeded but merely 
expanded. When one key replaces another and resists integration into the former key, one might 
assume that a critical tension should exist between them. By suggesting that Schubert is merely 
following the textual twists and turns of the poem, Krebs diffuses the potential for any critical 
examination of non-assimilated harmonies. “The texts of the songs of this category all involve 
either a permanent change in mood, or a sudden dénouement. Significantly, the point in the 
music at which the permanent departure from V takes place, or the point at which a return of V 
would normally occur but is avoided, coincides in each of the songs with the change in mood or 
dénouement in the text.”
121
 By suggesting that the narrative structure of the poem governs and 
explains the change in key, he sublimates this change into the given rather than emphasizing how 
this anomaly creates a certain type of subject. 
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III  “Der Alpenjäger” 
 
Schubert’s “Der Alpenjäger” hinges on a strange encounter in the mountains that changes 
the harmonic and poetic course of the piece. By beginning in C major and ending in A major, the 
song effects the replacement of one tonic with another without asserting an easily identifiable 
progression leading from one to the other. It falls into one of Krebs’s categories for pieces that 
defy the monotonal paradigm; it begins in one key and ends in another and there is no easy way 
to suggest that one or the other is an apparent key. Despite the absence of background 
connection, Krebs’s diagram, reproduced as Ex. 4.6, gives a concrete middleground structure for 
each key between the opening and closing tonics. In addition, he shows background structures 
for both the music in C major at the beginning of the song and the A major music of the ending. 
For Schenkerians, one problem in integrating these two keys would be discovering a single 
governing Kopfton. Because Krebs cannot do so, he retreats to the idea that one Kopfton 
replaces another, but without placing them into tension. For Schenker, the discovery of the single 
governing Kopfton ensures that even pieces with seemingly disparate key areas can be integrated 
into a single Ursatz. Since we cannot do this for “Der Alpenjäger,” any type of a priori 
integration — in this case the imposition of a single Kopfton for the piece as a whole — would 
do little to help us understand the formation of this song’s subject. Instead of privileging the 
tension between the two tonics and thus attempting to discover harmonic and aesthetic meaning 
in the replacement of one by the other, Krebs employs a different sense of assimilation. 
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Figure 4.1: Schubert, “Der Alpenjäger” D. 524 (1817)  
©1986 by G. Henle Verlag München, HN 506. 
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Example 4.6: Schubert, “Der Alpenjäger” from “Alternatives to Monotonality in Early 
Nineteenth-Century Music,” Ex. 1, p. 4-5 ©1981 by Harald Krebs. 
 
 
 
On pieces that permit monotonal hearings despite the appearance of anomalous keys on 
the foreground, Kreb writes:  
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First, their large scale harmonic progressions ultimately reduce to V–I of I–V–I 
with the final triad. Second, the works are spanned by a single Kopfton — a pitch 
held in common between the opening and closing triads. The presence of these 
two characteristics alone suggests that the works are monotonal; they consist of 
two lines which differ in no salient aspects from the lines comprising any normal 
tonal work. Two additional features of the works mentioned above bear out the 
validity of a monotonal analysis: (1) the triad which ends the work, or its 
dominant, appears early in the work, and (2) the final triad-to-be, or its dominant, 
is presented as a more important arrival point or prolonged at greater length than 
the opening triad and its dominant. Due to the latter two features, it is actually 
possible to hear these works in terms of their true tonic.
122
 
 
“Der Alpenjäger” does not qualify as monotonal under this description because, as Krebs points 
out, the large-scale harmonic progressions do not reduce to the traditional Schenkerian 
Baßbrechung (I–V–I). In “Der Alpenjäger,” the piece moves through multiple keys before finally 
settling on A major. Krebs tracks these changes and shows how each key progresses from the 
last. Despite the concrete connections between keys at the middleground, a single dominating 
Ursatz cannot be discovered. One might think that this would indicate a non-assimilatory 
perspective underlying the analysis, but this is not the case. In order to maintain critical tension, 
Krebs would need to acknowledge some sense of anomaly or otherness about each of these 
different tonics. He certainly acknowledges that two tonics do not represent some kind of norm. 
But because he often attributes two underlying tonics to some anomaly in the text, he negates the 
potential tension between the two competing tonal centers. In “Der Alpenjäger,” the moment 
where one tonic replaces another is in fact very hearable (at least to Krebs). In the song, as the 
youth pulls back the string of his bow the music pauses (ms 73). Krebs writes (of this moment) 
that “the pregnant silence is broken by a fortissimo G major triad. At this point, the poem takes a 
surprising turn: a spirit steps out of a cleft in the mountain, confronts the boy and sternly rebukes 
him for molesting the innocent Gazelle. This event is accompanied by a shift to E major, a 
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harmony which eventually acts as the dominant of A major, the final triad of the song” (6). The 
idea of a surprising turn suggests that the normal course of musical events might somehow be 
circumvented. While this could set the stage for hearing an anomalous harmony, none of the 
tension embodied by anomalous harmonies is invoked. As I hear the song, the most disruptive 
shift occurs in ms. 72, where the phrase ends on a G  major chord. The score is provided above. 
With the potential to create an alternative tonal trajectory, and the strong articulation this 
measure receives, this moment is filled with a tonal tension not acknowledged in Krebs’s 
analysis. The silence that sets G  major apart is striking, and while broken by G major in ms. 73, 
the tension embodied by G  major is unresolved.  
If one doesn’t know that the piece will eventually end in A major, G major in ms. 73 
suggests a return to normative tonal space. Krebs’s diagram, Ex. 4.6, proposes that G major is V 
to the opening C major’s I. G  is assumed to be some kind of lower neighbor, but one without the 
potential to direct the song onto an alternative tonal path. At the same time, however, it is hard to 
hear the G major triad in ms. 73 as ending a tonal trajectory. It seems to me that it instead 
prompts one of two other responses: either the re-imposition of C major, or the beginning of a 
new key. For me, the music suggests that this G major triad forms a beginning, since the pause 
occurs just before the G major triad. Krebs’s diagram is indeed fruitful for investigating 
assimilative techniques in general. Note the awkward notation surrounding the aforementioned 
G . Instead of recognizing that this particular phrase — beginning on A  and coming to rest on 
G  — emerges from the preceding music, the picture relegates these two harmonies to mere 
stopping points on the way from C major to G major, from I, that is, to V. While A  is easily 
assimilated as VI in C major, there is no escape for G . By ending the phrase securely on G , the 
song undermines the security of a G -as-  Kopfton. The tension of the bowstring bent in the 
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hunter’s hand is literally palpable. One can imagine a tonal scenario in which G  undercuts any 
sense of return to C major; G  creates an anomalous moment that suggests a never realized 
harmonic trajectory completely at odds with C major. It is at this moment that, as Krebs 
observes, the spirit of the mountain steps off the ledge and challenges the young hunter. This is a 
new beginning — a genuine appearance rather than a reappearance — not the end of some 
ongoing course of development. 
We have heard G  before, but in each of the previous verses it is immediately integrated 
into the surrounding A  major context; in each of these verses, G  immediately moves up to A  
and is never prolonged or articulated in such a way as to suggest that it lies outside A ’s path. 
Even in those verses, however, it is difficult to determine the relationship between a G  major 
triad and an A  major tonic. As VI, G  major points outside A  major. To end on G  major, then, 
pointedly isolates and amplifies its anomalous nature. Beginning again on G major would 
therefore suggest a new opening, connected, in a certain sense, to C major, but not a fulfillment 
of it’s tonic-dominant axis. This, however, is not how Krebs hears it: 
It seems reasonable to divide the song into two parts, one in the key of C major, 
the other in A major. In the first part, nothing occurs which one would not expect 
to find in a work in C major. The basic large scale progression is I(C)– VI(A )–
V(G) — a very common progression in eighteenth and nineteenth-century music. 
One would certainly expect that the dominant of C would eventually resolve to 
the tonic. But this resolution never takes place. Instead, the song moves into its 
second tonal area, A major. A large V–I progression in that key concludes the 
work. (6) 
 
By breaking the song into two parts, Krebs implicitly invokes the form-creating Schenkerian 
principle of interruption. An interruption occurs when a descent comes to rest on  above V 
before returning to the Kopfton and completing the descent to . In addition, an interruption 
suggests some kind of disruption in the temporal flow of the piece, from which it must resume. 
An interruption allows for longer compositions by giving structure to repetition. Interruptions 
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occur at the first layer of the middleground, the level immediately below background. It is 
difficult to hear the G major triad in ms. 73 of “Der Alpenjäger” as an interrupting V. As Krebs 
points out, I(C)– VI(A )–V(G) is a common enough progression. His assertion of this 
progression as the background for ms. 1-73, however, seems preordained; one can hear this 
progression only if one assumes a priori that entire passage remains within C major. If G begins 
something new, as the song surely suggests, can it also be heard as closing off some prior 
musical continuation? We can hear the tension in Krebs’s prose as he tries, post facto, to 
reconcile the otherness of G  major with an a priori tonic-dominant axis in C major. He wants to 
hear an absolute connection between ms. 1 and ms. 73; the change tone he attributes to the text 
does not occur, then, until after the spirit enters. For Krebs, the G major triad in ms. 73 does not 
represent a disruption to the trajectory of the piece. If we were to interpret the song like this, the 
appearance of the spirit out from behind the ledge would come not as a surprise, but as the 
fulfillment of a promise. 
But what if we were to take the music at its word? Let’s suppose the piece does divide 
into two discrete sections, just not the ones required in order to maintain a C major hearing. In 
Krebs’s picture, the anomalous harmonies of ms. 65-72 are subsumed within a middleground 
motion from A  to G. In the context of this large-scale motion, G  is both unremarkable and un-
remarked upon. The song, however, sets these measures apart and demarcates them as unique. In 
ms. 65, we sense that we’re in store for another repeat of the A  major music from ms. 48-64. 
But just as the young hunter aims his bow … silence. The sequence that previously brought the 
piece back from the brink — G  in ms. 72 — goes missing. This is the moment when the song 
breaks away from its assumed assimilating trajectory and changes course. By dividing the song 
neatly into two sections, one in C major and the other in A major, Krebs is able to show that each 
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has its own discrete tonic-dominant axis. This, however, marginalizes and assimilates G  into the 
middleground unfolding of an A  major Ursatz. Ex. 4.7 gives my own quasi-Schenkerian 
diagram for the song.  
 
 
 
Example 4.7: My Complete Diagram of “Der Alpenjäger.” 
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When the spirit emerges, accompanied by a G major triad, I have not given the harmony a roman 
numeral. Krebs assumes that it must be V in C major. Ms. 72, however — and not ms. 73 — is a 
much more likely place to hear an interrupting V. G  must be heard as interrupting the music, 
occupying the spot we might rightly expect the V of some global C major tonic to occur. In 
Krebs’s diagram, he gives roman numerals in both C major and A major, in the process showing 
how inconceivable a strictly monotonal analysis would be. Ex. 4.7 suggests that ms. 73 
constitutes a new beginning and that C major, with its G Kopfton, no longer figures as a viable 
global tonic. Indeed, by the time G  makes its first appearance in the middle of the A  major 
section, G’s status as Kopfton has begun to deteriorate. If C major were to return at the end of 
the piece, we might be able to hear some sense of connection between the G major triad in ms. 
73 and the opening C major tonic. But the A  major verse — with its highly problematic G  
caesura — makes any connection between G major in ms. 73 and C major in ms. 1 a presumed 
connection rather than one inherent in the song. 
Richard Kurth writes that “when depiction or embodiment are involved, and perhaps 
even in the case of representation or symbolization, music is conceived more as a graphic or 
plastic medium than as an aural one.”
123
 Often, when music is thought to convey visual/mental 
images, we revert to the age-old adage that the music “represents” the text. We are then quick to 
explain away certain anomalous musical moments as mere representations of a change in poetic 
tone. For Krebs, the appearance of the spirit in “Der Alpenjäger” is just such a moment. Rather 
than depending on each other for meaning, the music is parasitic on the poem; the appearance of 
the spirit forces the music to respond. Rather than showing a dynamic interaction between the 
music and poem, and also between the hunter and the spirit, he conceives of the relationship 
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between text and music as one of representation. He does so by employing two different and 
unrelated keys, each a monolith unto itself. When A major replaces C major, a representative 
conception of music is invoked. Instead of speaking of a dynamic and ever changing aural 
trajectory for the piece, Krebs uses the appearance of the spirit to legitimize the song’s 
anomalous change of key. If we conceive of the poem and music as dependent on each other for 
meaning, as Kurth does, we can hear the spirit’s arrival altering the tonal trajectory of the song as 
opposed to merely replacing one key with another. The emergence of the spirit both mirrors and 
is mirrored in the instability surrounding the emergence of A major. 
It also initiates a new tonal trajectory for the song. In a reversal of any previous 
appearance of G major (especially when heard as V in C major), it now begins a phrase. In the 
opening C major section, each strophe, seemingly incomplete, ends on V. As V, G major’s 
function thus far has been to end phrases, pushing the music forward. Krebs’s diagram suggests 
that this progression, with V as its goal, operates at the lowest level of the middleground as well. 
By seemingly ignoring musical markers other than triad identity, he shows that A  moves down 
to G. When we add these other factors back in, this becomes an untenable position. The A  major 
section is rife with anomaly. For Kramer, “Schubert’s habitual fondness for chromatic third 
relationships has the same effect. By loosening the specificity of harmonic tension, as embodied 
by the demand of the dominant for the tonic, they isolate disparate sonorities and make the 
dialectic audible.”
124
 To make this dialectic audible is to hear the two chromatic third-related 
keys as thesis and antithesis, but lack the synthesis that results when dominant moves to tonic. 
For Kramer, we can hear keys in this relationship as resisting the demands of normative tonal 
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synthesis. While A  major can be assimilated to C major, the fact that this paradigm is never 
made concrete places A , not to mention G , in the audible dialectic described by Kramer. If we 
separate the reinsertion of G major in ms. 73 from the earlier C major tonic, we can hear this 
change in tone vividly. G major now acts to begin some new trajectory, and the C/A  dialectic of 
ms. 1-72 is heard as lacking synthesis. By employing this technique — of hearing a potential 
trajectory issuing from a C/A  dialectic that is never realized — we are able to sense the 
profound change the emergence of the spirit has on the hunter. 
While Krebs hears that the emergence of the spirit changes the course of the song, it 
appears from the diagram that the effect is delayed. The change does not occur until after C 
major completes its axial tonic-dominant motion. “Had the young hunter … slain the gazelle and 
triumphantly carried it home to Mother, the song would no doubt have ended in the key in which 
it begins. But the surprising conclusion of the poem — the sudden intrusion of the supernatural 
into the hitherto natural tale — inspires Schubert to move permanently into a new tonal area; the 
shift to the region of A major occurs just as the Berggeist (spirit of the mountain) appears” (14). 
Once again, the fact that the song has two tonics is explained away by reference to the text. One 
might argue that the song does not change trajectory until the spirit speaks at the end of the 
penultimate stanza of the poem. But it is hard to hear the song as still being under the sway of C 
major at this point. While the change in tonal center certainly begins in conjunction with the A  
major key signature, Krebs’s sketch suggests otherwise. And while his prose indicates an 
absolute change at ms. 73, hearing G-as-V suggests that the spirit stepping out from the rock is a 
logical extension of the opening C-as-I music. Why, however, would the piece end back where it 
began? Isn’t the opening text and music directly concerned with the mother’s attempt to 
convince the young hunter to not stalk the gazelle? One can imagine multiple avenues in which 
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C major and A  major are mere stopping points on the way to the song’s imagined final tonic. 
This would serve to bind these keys together into some kind of narrative, not unlike the form of 
the poem. But that is neither here nor there, since it’s not what happens. The song, rather, 
abruptly shifts away from this binding narrative into a more anomalous one: the spirit appears, G 
major returns with an indeterminate function, and the song abruptly changes direction. While 
Krebs focuses nearly exclusively on the reemergence of G in the bass, the voice’s obsessive B 
provides the pivot by which G major slips easily into E major, B  becoming the Kopfton —  — 
of the following short strophe. 
As the spirit slips out of a cleft in the mountain, G major eventually leads to E major and 
ultimately to the final A major. Krebs notes that E major acts as a dominant to the eventually 
realized final tonic A. While certainly a possibly true statement, it is nonetheless atemporal. If C 
major is the nominal tonic in ms. 73, wouldn’t we hear the eventual E major as III ? Indeed, E 
major is the goal of the progression stemming from G major in ms. 73: G in the bass at ms. 73 
descends a minor sixth to B in ms. 77, and B supports a clear V in E major. The Gesangstimme 
elaborates B for the same four-bar span. B in ms. 77 then falls a perfect fifth across the barline to 
E in ms. 78 while the underlying harmony moves from V to I. Krebs recognizes this, but as with 
his attempts to read ms. 1-73 in A major, III  and VI  appear in parenthesis above their “correct 
interpretations.” It may seem a small point, but it’s worth noting because this confirms our 
suspicions about the atemporality of the analysis. Krebs often hears “backwards,” retroactively 
assigning the “correct” labels on the basis of an outcome or goal that has yet to be determined at 
that moment in the music. However the song ends, it’s just not possible to hear ms. 1-73 as being 
in A major, and as such Krebs’s use of parentheses is warranted. He uses the same notational 
device to pinpoint the exact moment when A major emerges as a tonic. His parenthetical roman 
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numerals in ms. 1-73 refer to a tonic that has not yet occurred, while the roman numerals in ms. 
77-84 indicate that the tonic-to-be already holds sway over the background. While the key 
signature indicates A major, doubts about how solid its status as tonic is continue long after the 
signature change. A doesn’t occur as a tonic anywhere near where Krebs shows it taking control. 
In my diagram, the question mark at ms. 77 expresses just how insecure A major’s status 
as a tonic is at that moment. It has the potential to function as either V of A major or III  of C 
major. We come to hear it as V of A major when the chord seventh is added to it in ms. 79, but 
this V still doesn’t resolve satisfactorily to I. A major, as a chord, makes an appearance in ms. 
80, but as a neighbor  4
6 to E major, the local V. The picture is further complicated by the arrival 
of a G  major chord in ms. 82. Given the strong articulation of E major in ms. 78-81, we might 
very well expect A major to assume its rightful place at the beginning of the phrase in ms. 82, 
but this isn’t what happens. G  major continues to rule this phrase, relegating A major in ms. 84 
to a subordinate position. Krebs hears both phrases, however, as a prolongation of V of A major. 
If we hear them as something less stable then V of the final key, we can hear just how strange the 
ultimate A major outcome actually is. A major is in fact only heard as a tonic during the final 
eight measures, and it is undermined by A s in ms. 88 and 90 even then. This echoes, and is 
echoed by, the spirit’s questioning, asking why the boy must come and deal death to its herd, a 
query the boy does not answer. To suggest that A major is heard throughout this strophe is to 
impute to the music a stability it does not have. And this all stems from the ambiguous nature of 
the harmony in ms. 77. We are inclined to hear it as V of A major, but cannot be sure. A major 
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eventually comes to the fore, but to deny the ambiguity of the harmony in ms. 77 creates the 
impression of an absolute break in tonal center.
125
 
Perhaps neither C major nor A  major are ever assimilated. Both suggest trajectories that 
are never realized, though C major’s anomaly eventually falls away. It establishes the prevailing 
harmonic texture rather than deviating from it. To describe it as being completely assimilated, 
though, is to deny the unresolved dialectic between C major and A major. And just as the 
underlying harmonic tension is unresolved, so too is the way the poem ends. We do not know 
whether the hunter kills the gazelle. We can assume that the spirit’s entreaty works, but we do 
not know for sure — it is the poem’s abrupt ending that makes it so intriguing. But it would be 
wrong to suggest that the irresolution of the poem gives the music license to be likewise. This is 
the ultimate assimilatory strategy — to write over harmonic anomalies by suggesting their 
meaning lies outside the music. Still, the idea that the text defines the music does not account for 
the A  major section, and it certainly cannot speak to why G  assumes such a prominent role. 
Both music and text create the subject of the song; they are intertwined. Kurth writes:  
That which music is thought to “embody” in the sensible medium of sound, or to 
represent or symbolize through sensory relations, would actually be some ideal 
form. But the poem already also imitates or represents that ideal form. Therefore 
it is not something “in the poem,” but rather some ideal form that the music must 
be thought to embody, imitate, or represent. From this perspective, the music 
cannot “set” the poem; instead, the music engages the same ideal forms as the 
poem, and the music and poetry are in a parallel or even complementary relation 
with respect to those ideal forms. (8) 
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 “Der Alpenjäger” has the form of a fragment whose ideal seems just out of reach; the entire 
song is a study in non-assimilation. While C major does not precisely fit the definition of an 
anomalous harmony, its effect is the same — it exists in tension with the A major that ends the 
song. The two fragmentary key areas embody the sense of incompleteness the poetic narrative 
does. A major likewise creates the effect of non-assimilation, though we are unclear as to what 
end. Ex. 4.7 attempts to keep this sense of the fragmentary. From a Schenkerian perspective, 
much remains unresolved. Any sense of a concrete descent in A major is conspicuously lacking. 
And the voice is obsessed with C , imbuing this final section with a further sense of 
incompleteness. Krebs hears a descent from C  in the final measures, but this conforms more to 
theory than reality: it is hard to hear a descent at all given the Gesangstimme’s obsession with 
C . For Krebs C  becomes the new Kopfton insuring that A major attains the assimilatory status 
of a tonic. Despite identifying two tonics for “Der Alpenjäger,” Krebs’s analysis ultimately 
assimilates one to the other. Instead of suggesting that the tension embodied the relationship 
between C major and A major is amplified by the sense of incompleteness at the end, he suggests 
that A major replaces C major and, by endowing A major with a descent, turns it into a definitive 
change of key. 
In reading Krebs reading “Der Alpenjäger,” we see how many possibly anomalous 
harmonic events — especially in a piece that begins and ends in different keys — can be 
assimilated into an assumed underlying structure. He uses the rhetoric of Schenkerian 
assimilation in conjunction with a composite background to ensure a certain sense of unity and 
coherence. The logic of the encompassing background continues despite the two tonics. It is that 
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logic that’s problematic.
126
 It assumes that any G major triad must be heard as V in the governing 
C major, ignoring the suspension of narrative logic that defines this moment in the poem. In 
suspending an a priori sense of tonal logic, Ex. 4.7 provides a way in which to preserve ms. 72 
and 73 as unique and show them as potentially defying what we assume to be logical harmonic 
progressions. Perhaps it is better to hear the interruption of the hunter’s saga as an incursion of 
the irrational. In hearing the first half of the song as a I– VI–V progression, Krebs imposes a 
rational schema on an extra-rational structure. As we have seen, perhaps the most common 
reaction to Schubertian harmony is to subdue it within a rational structure rather than allow its 
irrational moments to contribute to the subjectivity of the song.
127
 
 
 
 
 
IV  “Meeres Stille” 
 
The second of Schubert’s settings (in two days no less) of “Meeres Stille” begins and 
ends in C major, but E major is so strongly articulated in the middle section that its impact 
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cannot be ignored. It is a deceptively simple song, with little rhythmic variation or textural 
change. Indeed, the accompaniment only once deviates from arpeggiated whole-note chords. The 
effect is sparse, a song in which harmony is pushed into the fore by its seemingly straightforward 
texture. The harmony, however, is anything but simple. A Schenkerian approach to the harmony 
and voice-leading gives a wonderful image of a tension-laden, eerily still sea. In the poem, given 
with a translation below), the sea is fearfully still and there are no waves: “glatte Fläche.” As 
anyone who has ever been becalmed knows, this stillness is one of the most frightening 
experiences a sailor can have. To be becalmed is to face death by inches, as food and water run 
out; the tension in the poem is the sailor’s. The stillness of the musical texture, due in no small 
part to complete lack of rhythmic variation in the piano, is contrasted by the tension between C 
major and E major as determinate tonic for the entire song. This tonal tension, which lies 
underneath the seemingly simple musical texture, underscores and helps create the tension-laden 
stillness experienced by the sailor. 
“Meeres Stille” (Goethe) 
 
Tiefe Stille herrscht im Wasser, 
Ohne Regung ruht das Meer, 
Und bekümmert sieht der Schiffer 
Glatte Fläche rings umher. 
Keine Luft von keiner Seite! 
Todesstille fürchterlich! 
In der ungeheuren Weite 
Reget keine Welle sich. 
 
 
Deep stillness reigns on the water; 
motionless, the sea rests, 
and the sailor gazes about with alarm 
at the smooth flatness all around. 
No breeze from any side! 
It is fearfully, deathly still! 
In the enormous expanse 
Not one wave stirs. 
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For Krebs, there is a conflict in “Meeres Stille” between C major and E major for overall 
supremacy. As in “Der Alpenjäger,” Krebs once again suggests that “Meeres Stille” is again 
organized around a “double tonic complex.” The “double tonic complex” — the term is Robert 
Bailey’s — refers to hearing two tonics (and all their attendant supporting harmonies) underlying 
a particular piece. The double tonic complex is in this sense a form of tonal pairing. Neither is 
synonymous with the identification of non-assimilated harmonies because neither focuses on the 
tension between two keys; they are descriptive tools. By hearing the relationship between C 
major and E major as a complex Krebs diffuses some of the potential tension of hearing E major 
as opening up an unfulfilled harmonic future. In his approach, each key is contained within a 
matrix. In this song both matrices are found to have equal weight and thus are bound to a 
singular complex. Krebs writes that “an approach based on the search for matrices around which 
the various key areas are organized leads to an entirely different assessment of the roles of C 
major and E major: E major emerges as a tonal center equivalent in importance to C, with the 
result that the song is governed by the complex C/E rather than just its initial and final tonic of C 
major.”
128
 The double tonic complex eliminates the potential of hearing either key as being 
anomalous. For Krebs, the song’s matrix has two centers of gravity, each of which exerts a pull 
over the other. Each key in turn gives rise its own matrix, composed of harmonies unique to that 
particular tonal center. These two centers of gravity pull at but do not subsume each other. We 
can conceive of this, too, as an ellipse, the tension of which, however, is never explored. In 
suggesting that C and E are in tension, Krebs gets to the heart of the matter. He calls this 
relationship a tonal pairing, in which neither C major nor E major completely controls the song, 
but rather so in conjunction with one another, as partners rather than antagonists. 
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Figure 4.2: Schubert, “Meeres Stille” D. 216 (1815) ©1990 Bärenreiter-Verlag  
Karl Voetterle GmbH & Co. KG, Kassel. 
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For Krebs, the song can be diagramed in either C major or E major; both operate at the 
core of the song. He thus provides two Schenkerian diagrams for the song, one in C major and 
the other in E major. Ex. 4.8 reproduces these two diagrams. For the C major diagram, he uses a 
dotted beam to suggest a connection between the C major harmonies on which the song begins 
and ends. There is a sense of unease about this connection. As he points out, his C major diagram 
“is ‘correct’ in the abstract, but it does not accurately reflect my experience of the song, 
especially the conclusion.” 
In most tonal works a dominant-to-tonic motion near the end has great structural 
significance; this motion, leading the music to its expected and longed-for point 
of conclusion, resolves all tensions generated within the work and thus deserves 
to be highlighted by stems and beams within the voice-leading sketch. The G-to-C 
progression at the end of the second version of “Meeres Stille,” however, does not 
sound like a long-awaited, expected resolution. It lacks conviction as a final 
cadence; it is somewhat unstable and unsatisfying, quite unlike the final cadence 
of the first version. (28-29) 
 
C major bookends the piece, but rather than providing a stable sense of tonal center destabilizes 
the E major middle section. While he admits that his C major interpretation of the song is “at 
most a half-truth” (29), one can only marvel at the ease with which E major is assimilated by the 
normalizing roman numerals of C major. Even though he is at pains to suggest otherwise, the C 
major diagram depicts an assimilation not borne out in the song. His inclination to hear C major 
as being unstable is quite telling. “It is a remarkable aspect of the second version of ‘Meeres 
Stille’ that the conclusion on the opening harmony does not result in a sense of resolution and 
long-awaited arrival but rather functions as a musical representation of tension and the inability 
to reach a desired goal” (30). While the diagram proves that C major could be heard as a 
controlling tonic, his prose description results in a more complicated analysis. By proposing that 
C major denies the sailor the possibility of reaching a desired goal, he implies that there is 
something more desirable to E major as tonic. 
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Example 4.8: Schubert, “Meeres Stille” reproduced from “Some Early Examples of 
Tonal Pairing: Schubert’s ‘Meeres Stille’ and ‘Der Wanderer,’” in The Second Practice 
of Nineteenth-Century Tonality, ed. William Kindermann and Harald Krebs (Lincoln: 
University of Nebraska Press, 1996), Ex. 3, by permission of the University of Nebraska 
Press, ©1996 by the University of Nebraska Press. 
 
Krebs’s second diagram interprets the piece entirely in E major. But unlike the C major 
diagram, Krebs adds a hypothetical ending in E major to provide tonal closure for the piece. He 
shows that all of the harmonies prior to this hypothetical ending are easily subsumed within an E 
major matrix; he in effect suggests that, except for the final three measures, E major more easily 
accounts for the harmonic organization of the song than C major does. “Because the E matrix is 
so clearly presented in the song’s first twenty-nine measures, that matrix is able to absorb even 
the C-major harmony of the final measures; that is, the final C-major harmony sounds like the 
submediant of E rather than a tonic” (30). When he thus adds an E major ending to his diagram 
he merely adds “the resolution toward which the music seems to strive but [which] Schubert 
deliberately avoids” (30). Krebs’s E major diagram is convincing, but why does he feel the need 
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to add a hypothetical ending? By adding it, he undermines much of the conceptual power of the 
C/E tonal pairing and provides the one thing that is unattainable. While he recognizes that 
Schubert deliberately avoided this resolution, he feels few qualms about doing so. His reading of 
the poem is one in which the sailor is prevented from reaching his goal by the power of the 
becalmed sea. By privileging E major and providing a new ending for the song, he undermines 
his ability to keep the sailor’s anxiety at the forefront of the analysis. 
But what if the song is less about an inability to reach a desired goal and more about the 
portrayal of a subject made anxious by the very lack of movement around him? The stillness of 
the sea betrays the fact that death awaits the sailor if the wind does not return. Krebs’s two 
Schenkerian diagrams each provide part of the picture, and while they help prove his point that 
both E and C present viable candidacies for global tonic, they seemingly miss the fact that the 
song juxtaposes the two and moves from one to the other over the course of the song. Because 
his avowed goal is to show that both C and E are tonics, their relationship is less of an issue then 
one might expect. He uses Schenkerian notation to show that instead of being in some sort of 
dynamic and potentially unresolvable tension, both C and E present plausible background tonal 
centers. If he were to suggest a relationship between the two tonics — perhaps that E major 
forms a potential third-divider in C major — we would lose the sense that both C and E operate 
on the background as equals. This is a rather subtle point, but worth making. Krebs’s tonal 
pairing does not involve an unresolved tension between two key areas in a dynamic relationship. 
Instead, the double-tonic complex makes for a foundational background that rids the song of 
tension. It circumscribes the whole rather than finding meaning in the unresolvable relationship 
between disparate parts. The song, however, presents a subject whose experience is literally one 
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of opposites — calmness and fear, motion and its absence — that admit no reconciliation to a 
single emotion, or place, in a plausible future. 
 
 
Example 4.9: My Complete Diagram of “Meeres Stille.” 
 
What if, instead of two incompatible Schenkerian interpretations, we were to devise an 
extended Schenkerian diagram that suggests the incompatibility of C and E? Ex. 4.9 presents just 
such an image. Instead of two deep structures that, as Kramer suggests, “authorize and embody 
sameness amid difference, stability amid change, simplicity amid complexity,”
129
 this diagram 
shows a deep structure that embodies the complexity of a tension-filled C/E relationship and the 
dire straits in which the sailor finds himself in. For Kramer, “the stillness (‘Stille’) of the first 
stanza reappears as a death-stillness (‘Todesstille’), while the connotation of monstrosity in 
‘ungeheuren Weite’ suggests a rift in nature from which neither the sea nor the sailor can 
emerge.”
130
 The song, likewise, articulates a musical rift in which C major and E minor/major 
vie for supremacy in a field of continual tension. Kramer prefers to hear C as surrounding E, as 
the sea surrounds the sailor, rather than to hear the two keys as embodying an integral tension at 
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the very heart of the work. While Krebs recognizes alternative tonics for “Meeres Stille,” he does 
not quite engage the tension between them. Ex. 4.9, in contrast, allows this tension to shine 
through. 
The juxtaposition of two potential Kopftöne expresses the issue clearly. G, as  in C 
major, and G , as  in E major, form a concrete musical imagine of the non-assimilation of their 
two keys to one another and therefore of the inability of the sailor to escape the still sea that 
surrounds him. Both are potential Kopftöne, but neither instantiates a fully formed Urlinie. Like 
Krebs, I hear a sort of interrupted Urlinie ending on F  at ms. 24, but the interruption is never 
resumed or completed. We might be tempted to hear a complete descent in E major ending in 
ms. 28, but this is undercut by the Gesangstimme’s insistence on G  on the downbeat of the 
measure. E at ms. 28.2, moreover, is immediately left for G at the beginning of the next measure. 
Krebs does not even consider the possibility that E at ms. 28.2 could be the goal of an Urlinie, 
and his musical instincts are right on. Likewise, if were to attempt to find a descent in ms. 29-32, 
it could only occur in an inner voice, subordinated to the G that continues to hold sway in the 
Gesangstimme. The sailor can go nowhere. For Krebs, this stasis is embodied by the double-
tonic complex and sailor’s inability of the sailor to round out an E major picture, but the direct 
juxtaposition of G  in ms. 28 with G in ms. 29 also expresses this lack of movement. It is 
between these two measures that the focus shifts from gazing at the expanse of the still sea 
(“ungeheuren Weite”) to the flat, reflective surface around the sailor. This is not to say that E 
major somehow represents the sea and that C major represents the water’s surface, but rather 
how curious it is that the juxtaposition of our two Kopftöne coincide with this change of 
perspective. As if desperate to reinforce C major, the Gesangstimme remains on G in ms. 29-31 
before leaping down a perfect fifth to C at ms. 32. While ripples of changing harmony surround 
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him, the surface remains static; even if there are currents that could carry him to some 
destination, he cannot see them. We hear G  and G isolated — and in a kind of unresolved 
dialectical relationship — in ms. 28 and 29 because the change from one to the other is literally 
the only change between the two measures. It is a spectacular moment, as the gaze shifts back to 
the sea, where nothing moves. 
Overall the song is organized into four-bar phrases. While the phrase structure is 
relatively static, how each phrase begins and ends adds credence to the idea that tension lurks 
just beneath the surface of the song. The first four-bar phrase, ms. 1-4, moves from I to V and 
back to I in C major. This phrase is quite simple, but it concretely emplaces C major as the 
opening tonic. The next phrase, in ms. 5-8, also concludes with V to I motion, only now ending 
on an E major triad. C major, in other words, moves, over the course of the phrase, to E major. It 
is not clear whether E major is to be heard as a new tonic; it will take the next sixteen measures 
to clarify this. The second phrase ends on what we’ll eventually come to understand as V of A 
minor. The third phrase then descends through the 2
4 position to I
6
 before settling on I in the 3
5 
position in ms. 12, the last measure of the phrase. This, however, is but a feint towards A minor. 
A minor could easily be assimilated into the unfolding of C major, and thus we would be less 
inclined to hear an underlying tension in the song, but A minor disappears in favor of E major by 
ms. 24. F plays a crucial role in all of this; it continually refers us back to A minor and thus to C 
major. Indeed, F ends the next phrase, in ms. 13-16, as part of an F major triad and is then 
transformed into a member of an augmented sixth chord. The augmented sixth chord that begins 
the phrase in ms. 17 suggests that we are meant to hear any E major triad that comes from it as a 
V. But no E major triad emerges in this phrase to claim this title. We can intimate, then, that E 
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major is slowly beginning to change its colors from V, as part of a faint toward A minor, to 
something else. That something else, as we shall see, is a tonic in its own right. 
The relationship between C major and E major is made more problematic by the strange 
insertion of F  in critical places during ms. 9-24, the music ultimately most strongly in E major. 
F is clearly part of C major’s tonal sphere, and as such, its appearance during this section 
complicates our hearing of the two keys as independent tonal centers. Krebs complicates his own 
invocation of the double-tonic complex by suggesting that F  gives weight to both E major and C 
major as tonic. This seems to contradict the idea that the two centers of gravity pull at each other 
instead of combining. Perhaps the relationship between them is the more pressing issue, since 
one bleeds into the other and calls it into question. I agree that F  lends weight to the idea that C 
is in some sense still tonally salient in ms. 9-24. But perhaps the important use of F  has more to 
do with Kramer’s sense of the “loosening” of the specificity of harmonic tension. We can hear F  
as operating in two tonal spheres at the same time — as both  in E major and  in C major. 
This is not to say that we can or should assimilate F  to C major, thus giving the impression that 
C is the sole tonic for the song. If we were to imagine a standard low-level middleground for a 
piece in C major, the bass might pass from C through E on its way to F before ultimately 
discharging into G, then leaping back down to C to complete the Baßbrechung. But here F 
hovers around E instead of moving on to G as expected. F, in other words, occurs throughout the 
section we might plausibly hear in E major rather than after it. F is also linked (as Krebs points 
out) to B, the dominant of E. In ms. 17-24, the bass moves chromatically from F down to A  
before turning up to B. F, in other words, initiates the ultimate move to V of E major. 
To hear F  in ms. 24 as an interrupting  is problematic for a number of reasons. It occurs 
at the moment the poet fully realizes the hopelessness of his situation. After this, a descent from 
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either G or G  seems inevitable, but none materializes. His realization is put into stark relief as 
the poet drops down to a low B in ms. 24. While we are inclined to hear F  as the Urlinie’s 
logical pitch, the Gesangstimme falls down into the lower register and takes on an urgency not 
heard before in the song. The fear of death briefly paralyzes the poet.
131
 Just prior to the 
Gesangstimme’s leap down, G  makes another appearance, changing the mode to minor in ms. 
23. This further complicates the relationship between C major and E major. While Krebs does 
not remark on the juxtaposition of E major with E minor, Kramer makes a big deal of it. He 
writes that “the chromatically tonicized key of E major is twice reduced, demoted, to a diatonic 
step within C major.” 
Schubert’s implicit and explicit juxtapositions of the major and minor triads of E 
call attention to an ambiguity that is ever-present in Classical tonality, the 
uncertain distinction between a scale degree and a key. The sense of ambiguity 
turns the song … into a projected form of self-consciousness, a mediation on the 
slipperiness of harmonic meaning. The odd tenuousness of the seemingly firm 
mediant major bears out the difficulty, and helps to disturb the tonal clarity of the 
work as a whole. (211) 
 
While Kramer hears this juxtaposition as disturbing the tonal clarity of the work, one can 
imagine Krebs regarding it as confirmation that C major has as much claim to tonic as E major 
does. This is a productive way to hear G ’s disturbance in ms. 9-24. It gives weight to the idea 
that we should not hear the C major opening and closing as mere appendages to the E major 
body of the song, and that to subsume them into E major would be to assimilate them to some 
assumed singularity. By calling attention to the disturbing slipperiness of E major within the 
song, Kramer suggests a link to the problematic stillness of the water that surrounds the sailor. 
This is part of the story, but perhaps the anomalous nature of the becalmed sea can be better 
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heard through the static of a potentially non-assimilable relationship between C major and E 
major. 
Ex. 4.9 uses dotted lines to show that C major and E minor/major are irreconcilable. 
Since the song’s texture never changes, the music in E major is not aurally disjunct or set apart 
from the music in C major. It is nevertheless marked in other ways. E’s dominant, for instance, 
underlines the moment in which the song comes to a halt. In ms. 24, the Gesangstimme leaps 
down to B and, thanks to the fermata, holds it for longer than any previous pitch. As an 
interruption (where  occurs in the right hand of the piano as early as ms. 20), we can imagine a 
return to the Kopfton and then a complete descent to E, confirming it as the tonic. It therefore 
conjures an unrealized harmonic future. This corresponds to Robert Snarrenberg’s observation 
that, for Schenker, “a given arrangement of tones … can create in us expectations for a future 
course of events” (53). In a sense, hearing this interruption would be to attribute to it a harmonic 
causality with the potential to determine the future course of harmonic events. Krebs short 
circuits this hearing by assimilating C major and E major to one another, ensuring that the 
harmonic future of the piece is never in doubt — it is fated to remain within the double-tonic 
complex. He also lends credence to hearing of ms. 24 as the site of interruption by including a 
descent from  in his E major diagram. Even if we are unclear about ms. 24 as the site of 
interruption, we can nonetheless hear it as the moment that contains the greatest potential for 
change, and for E major to withstand assimilation to C major. 
If we conceive of the E tonic as ultimately major, something that is seemingly confirmed 
by the full cadence in E major at ms. 28, then the juxtaposition of G and G  marks a fissure in C 
major’s façade. By replacing the Kopfton of the C major descent with G , the potential for a 
simple hearing of the piece as unfolding entirely in C major is drastically weakened. Indeed, the 
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curious lack of a descent from either G of G  highlights the uneasy stillness of the water. While 
we might think of E major as III  in C major, it is not strictly diatonic, and thus foreign to its 
surroundings. Indeed, C major surrounds E on all sides, but without ever subsuming it. For 
Krebs, the return to C major in “a context that gravitates toward E … not only parallels the 
sailor’s inability to attain his goal, but also evokes an intense sense of disquiet” (30). This of 
course echoes Krebs’s thoughts on the musical representation of the text in “Der Alpenjäger.” 
Indeed, Krebs’s interpretation of the text as embodying an inability to move seems simplistic, as 
does the double-tonic complex. I agree that the lack of a single concrete tonal center adds to the 
sense of disquiet and despair evoked by the text, but I would go further. In terms of the text, 
there is to begin with far more anxiety to it than Krebs lets on; the stillness of the music belies a 
calm the poet does not feel. There is no motion, but that alone fails to account for the tension 
between two tonics or the sailor’s anxiety. It is this tension, and not the double-tonic complex, 
that serves as the real background for this song. In a sense E major’s otherness embodies the 
stillness of the sea. For a certain harmony or key to be truly anomalous, it must concretely 
embody its deviance from its normalizing harmonic surroundings. That is not to say that it’s 
detached from its surroundings, but that it turns away from them. We can hear this concretely 
embodied in “Meeres Stille” by G  and F . Neither fits easily into C major, and even if we were 
to hear them as somehow subsumed within a C major middleground, the song denies them this 
easy assimilation. In Ex. 4.9, this is shown by the fact that, while C major bookends the song, it 
is only tenuously connected to the E major section in the middle of the diagram. We can see this 
most easily, once again, in the critical ms. 28 and 29, bisected in Ex. 4.9 by the dotted line. Ms. 
28 marks the end of the final phrase we might plausibly hear in E major and ms. 29 begins the 
last four-bar phrase of the song, sounding, as we know, in C major. The non-assimilation of E 
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major is marked not just harmonically, but also by the fact that while it ends the phrase in ms. 28 
it does not begin the next phrase. Instead of moving to confirm E major as part of a 
middleground arpeggiation to V in C major, G merely replaces G  and an E minor triad appears 
in ms. 29. This E minor triad immediately moves to C major at ms. 30. E major is simply 
abandoned in favor of C major, never assimilated to it. 
Ex. 4.9 represents a combination of Krebs’s two diagrams. Krebs keeps his two sketches 
separate to show the ease with which one can interpret the piece in the either key; both C major 
and E major are viable tonics and together form the double-tonic complex. By combining the 
two, my diagram calls attention to the cracks and fissures in this analytical strategy and within 
the song itself, hearing C major as clearly opening and closing the song, but insuring E major’s 
preeminence during the middle section. A subtle point, perhaps, but the song itself makes a clear 
break between C major and E major. In the C major phrases — ms. 1-4 and ms. 29-32 — the 
Gesangstimme sings only pitches of the tonic triad, while the vocal line for the rest of the song is 
more adventurous. While E major disrupts C major, it cannot properly be called non-normative 
in the context of the song’s overarching trajectory. If we hear E major, at least conjecturally, as 
the third-divider in C major, then its trajectory is never completed, and as Krebs shows it breaks 
the tonic-dominant axis.  Or, if we hear the song as beginning off-tonic, with C major 
subordinated to E major than it, E major, sticks out as not fully articulated because it does not 
end the song. In this sense, C major might be heard as the disruptive force; it would then return 
without warning and re-impose itself at the end of the song. Despite E major’s best efforts, not a 
single wave creases the surface — the tension lies below. But just as the stillness underscores the 
terror in the stillness of the sea, so does E major’s powerlessness to alter the course of musical 
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events. This, too, is linked to the sense that E major’s future is unrealizable; as we know, it is 
abruptly cut off by the return of C major in ms. 30. It is anomalous, nonidentical to itself. 
Each Schenkerian diagram of this song — whether Krebs’s, mine, or someone else’s — 
is problematic. In mine, the problems play out through the lack of an integrated middleground, 
which is created by the inability of the piece to hold off E major’s anomalous nature. But it is 
also problematic in more Schenkerian ways. Like Krebs’s diagrams, mine features no concrete 
descent from the local G Kopfton in the final measures (though there is a descent from E in the 
right hand of the piano, just below the surface). If we force a descent from G onto the music, it is 
because we assume that there must be a descent from  despite all the countervailing evidence. 
The other problematic aspect of Krebs’s diagrams is the interrupting V in E major at ms. 24. In 
his E major diagram he shows it as the interrupting V in his hypothetical E major ending. In the 
C major sketch no similar interpretation is offered. Krebs is forced to assume that an E major 
ending is referenced but explicitly avoided in order to maintain the interruption at ms. 24. The 
problem of interruption is further complicated by the re-appearance of F . F  is wedged in 
between the initial appearance of E major and its confirmation as tonic. It seems to remind us 
that C major surrounds, not moving, but not without influence over the course of events either. 
For Krebs, the tension between the two keys, and thus within the sailor himself, merit little 
attention. F , moreover, merely confirms that C major remains a viable tonic, not that the tension 
between the two keys spills over the gunwales of E major. From a certain perspective, his C 
major diagram is the correct Schenkerian interpretation.
132
 One can imagine E major as a low-
level middleground phenomenon that, while disruptive, serves ultimately to show the brilliance 
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of the composer’s composing-out of C major. Schenker writes that “the transformation of all 
passing tones into individually prolonged consonances results in a very rich unfolding of detail in 
the foreground. The question of what specific diminutions the prolongation employs in its details 
is less important than the direction of the path of the whole prolongation.”
133
 The unfolding of E 
major is thus subsumed within C major as a diminution of , rather than an alternative tonal 
center. This perspective, however, is precisely what Krebs attempts to avoid, and is right to do 
so. “Meeres Stille” should not be so easily dismissed. 
The issue of F  brings the problem of tension between the keys to the fore. Krebs 
dismisses F  as  in E major and leaves it at that. But its striking juxtaposition with F  warrants 
further discussion. It also creates a striking tritone with B at ms. 24, which Kramer considers to 
be the heart of the work. After this point “no return from the irrational yet overdetermined 
central tritone can be fully convincing” (213). Given that he hears the entire song in C major, this 
diminished fifth provides the fulcrum around which the music pivots. But if we hear E major as 
controlling the middle section of the work, then this pivoting tritone takes on a different meaning 
in light of the tension between the two keys. For if we are to hear the entire song in C major, then 
the diminished fifth doesn’t function as it should: B doesn’t rise to C, and F  doesn’t fall to E. 
Instead, B supports V of E major in ms. 24, whereas F , back in ms. 13, eventually dissolves into 
the chromaticism of the descending bass and doesn’t itself “go” anywhere. F  is heard as part of 
a very strong feint towards A minor when it first appears in ms. 9. This calls attention to the fact 
that C major seems still prescient even though we ultimately come to hear the stirrings of E 
major in these measures, both supporting Krebs’s claim that the double tonic complex is 
operative in the song and undermining it simultaneously. It supports the idea that both C major 
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and E major govern the unfolding of the song. F’s appearance, starting in ms. 9, however, 
undermines the sense that the E major sketch provides the correct ending for the song; an ending, 
though, that has been deliberately avoided. In order to hear F  supporting a II that ultimately 
moves to V, one is forced to deny the very real sense that E major itself is less than secure when 
F  first occurs. To label it II without suggesting it could also be hard as IV in C major, is to 
prescribe something that has yet to be determined. When V in E major finally does occur in ms. 
24, we can retroactively assign scale-degree identity to F as , but to hear F major at ms. 16 as 
absolutely II in E major is stretching it. We might hear it as  as early as ms. 17 when it forms 
part of an augmented sixth chord along with D . D  is, of course, a leading tone to E; when E 
major finally asserts control in the next phrase, we come to recognize this D  as a crucial 
moment in this process. F in ms. 17 also, due its part in the augmented sixth chord, projects a 
strong sense of , making the E major triad that follows V of A major. Ex. 4.9 thus gives three 
possibilities for the F major triad in ms. 13: IV in C major, II in E major, and “?. “?,” however, 
most accurately portrays the sense of disorientation we, as well as the sailor, feel at this moment. 
Just as he gazes with alarm at the smooth water all around him, knowing that its calm is 
deceiving, we listen with alarm to F in ms. 17, knowing that it leads in no certain direction and 
perhaps in no direction at all. 
By collating C major and E major interpretations, Ex. 4.9 brings the tension between 
them into relief. It allows us to see just how complicated the movement from C major to E major 
actually is. Rather than suggesting that E major is a concrete presence the first moment an E 
major triad appears, it shows that E major assert itself gradually, by degrees, as it were. By 
giving two different diagrams, rather than showing both together, Krebs effectively filters out the 
gaps between the two keys. He does treat the problematic F , for instance, as a critical pitch. By 
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dismantling Krebs’s analysis with the very tools underlying his preferred mode of listening, we 
can better appreciate the anomalies one needs to overcome in order accommodate the song to 
single, monolithic musical “structure.” The great value of Schenkerian analysis is that it works so 
spectacularly well for a certain repertoire. While purporting to use Schenkerian techniques to 
show how many Schubert songs lie outside this paradigm, Krebs replaces one axiomatic 
background with another. Instead of monotonal analysis, we now are faced with duotonal 
analysis, in which Krebs transfers all the same techniques of assimilation to the double-tonic 
complex. Ex. 4.9, on the other hand, juxtaposes the two tonics to show that the double-tonic 
complex is more fragile than Krebs would perhaps like it to be. It actively promotes “the ex-
centric construction of [a] landscape … in which every point is equally close to the center,” and 
which “reveals itself to the wanderer walking round it with no actual progress: all development is 
antimatter, the first step as close to death as the last, and the scattered features are scanned in 
rotation by the wanderer, who cannot let go of them.”
134
 This ex-centricity arises from the 
interaction between C major and E major, neither of which seems willing to commit fully to the 
role of tonic. The sailor looks all around him, with no fixed point of reference, and no wind to 
move the sea around him. Instead of merely representing the desperate blankness surrounding the 
sailor, Ex. 4.9 represents the song’s harmonies as so much antimatter, “scattered features 
scanned in rotation” by the sailor, and by us. 
We can thus regard the background of “Meeres Stille” as the ex-centric landscape 
Adorno describes. The never-changing sameness of the music terrifies even as it fascinates us. 
The song moves in and around both E major and C major, before returning to a place it has never 
left: nothing has changed, each step a step around a circle, with no land in sight. Like “Der 
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Atlas,” there is no triumph in returning to the original tonic. Unlike “Der Atlas,” there is no sense 
that the opening tonic is the only bearer of weight. The entire song creates terror through its very 
lack of harmonic definition. Each time the sailor gazes around him, he sees nothing but the same 
still sea. There is no concrete center, nothing for him to hold onto. Even when he drifts to E 
major, this remains true. Although he becomes angry (see the exclamation point in the poem), he 
cannot effect a meaningful change in the tonal trajectory of the song. In a sense, the song’s path 
is circular, too. C major moves to E major, which slides up to F major; F major then slips back 
down to E major, which then eases onto C major — a perfect palindrome. What ex-centricity 
negates as its raison d’etre is the very singularity Schenkerian analysis endows to the 
background. This is no different for duo-tonal analysis; the substitution of two tonics for one 
leaves the monolithic background in place. “Meeres Stille” calls into question the assimilation of 
its ex-centric harmonies to a presumed whole. Krebs’s radical assertion that two tonics control 
the shifting harmonies in “Meeres Stille” appears less so when confronted with the way in which 
these two tonics interact — or rather fail to do so. The harmonies “scattered” over the smooth 
surface of music argue against assimilating the music to the double-tonic complex. By invoking 
the non-assimilative potential for the piece, I am suggesting a different way of Schenkerian 
hearing for the piece; one in which potential futures clash and are not realized, in which the song 
moves without moving anywhere at all. The sailor in “Meeres Stille” slides over the ex-centric 
background never actually making progress, merely rotating through each harmony and stepping 
just as close to death with each change as he was before. 
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Chapter 5 
Energetic Connectivity 
 
 
I  Harmony and Its Aesthetic Implications 
 
In the rarefied air of harmonic theory, one figure stands forever apart: Ernst Kurth. Kurth 
is unique in that he emphasizes the energy of particular tones within a given harmony and shows, 
though analysis, how these tones contribute to or destroy conventional harmonic movement. His 
harmonic theory is less a systematic representation or description of harmony than an analysis of 
its psychological effects. Kurth posits psychological energies underlying harmonies that manifest 
themselves in the melodic relationships involving individual chord tones. Connections between 
harmonies are conceived of melodically, and thus also psychologically. Harmony and melody are 
intertwined and inseparable. Kurth writes of the “pliability with which originally tonal chords in 
late Romanticism accommodate individual tones to the manifestation of a simple direction. It is 
the reaction of harmonies to the slightest energetic tensions.”
135
 For Kurth, a simple change of 
chord tone can be enough to move a chord in a different direction; the alteration of E in a C 
major triad to E  creates the potential for the chord to move downwards rather than upwards. The 
actual direction in which these harmonies move is less important than their pliability in 
accommodating these chordal alterations, which help to determine the direction of the melodic 
flow. Harmony, for Kurth, is alive with “potential energy.” This psychological energy is always 
                                                
135
 Ernst Kurth, Romantische Harmonik und ihre Krise in Wagner’s “Tristan” (1920), trans. Lee 
Rothfarb in Ernst Kurth: Selected Writings (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 
104. 
 235 
present but becomes actualized in movement between tones and harmonies. Kurth identifies the 
first composer whose music gives free reign to this potential energy as Schubert. 
The moments to which Kurth is most drawn are those which harmonies rise up out of 
their immediate surroundings and draw our attention: these are harmonic moments of significant 
energy. That these energies are potentially destructive should come as no surprise. Kurth 
suggests that the idea that harmony arises from “a heightened feeling of harmonic sensuousness,” 
which affects not “the structure of harmonies but rather the structure of harmonic connections, 
and there leads to destructive processes” is a new phenomenon in Romantic music (119). The 
most important idea here is that the energy of a particular melodic line, what Kurth terms 
“kinetic energy,“ can destroy normative (functional) harmonic connections. Lee Rothfarb writes 
that “Kurth, working from the inside of music outward, treats each tone of polyphonic 
homophony as a psycho-energetic unit of force, striving in one direction or another. Each 
sonority is then an energetic composite of its constituent units.”
136
 The idea that specific pitches 
embody real energy is vital to Kurth’s conception of harmonic movement. As Rothfarb points 
out, each chord is also energetic in that it is “composite of its constituent units.” Potential energy 
is not merely the composite of each tone’s kinetic energy, but rather “measures the force of 
chords that momentarily arrests the motion of their variously directed notes, each charged with a 
share of the kinetic-linear flow. Just as a dam builds up potential energy in restraining the flow of 
water, so do certain sonorities build up potential energy in restraining the active flow of linear 
impulses” (133). For Kurth, potential energy is inherent to chords while kinetic energy is a 
property of melody. The potential energy of harmonies does not have a specified discharge 
destination; they merely arrest the flow of kinetic energy and momentarily impede melody. 
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Kinetic energy can be understood to suggest a certain destination for the flow of melody, but 
potential energy does not inculcate a concrete and measurable response. The flow of harmony is 
dependent on melody. The energy of each melodic tone informs the way Kurth hears and 
interprets harmonies. Tones have kinetic energy while moving and embody potential energy 
when sitting relatively still as part of a stable chord. 
While not invoking the closure-inducing principles of traditional scale-degree theories, 
Kurth’s harmonic analyses owe a huge debt to this theoretical tradition. In particular, his 
invocation of potential energy is based on what he terms “alteration.” For Kurth, alteration 
predominantly consists of three particular devices. He writes that “from a technical point of 
view, the chordal alteration style exhibits three components, all of which however merely 
illustrate the influence of the basic idea of alteration: the chromatic modification of chord tones, 
neighbor-note insertion, and third, closely associated with these two, chromatic chord 
progression, i.e., the principle of stringing chords together based on pure chromatic progression 
of all or of individual tones, and no longer based on tonal relationships” (111). There are echoes 
of Weber in this, though Kurth does not go to the same systematizing lengths. Weber shows that 
altered tones fall within certain descriptive categories, but his names for these categories — 
“anticipated tones,“ “appended tones,” and “organ point” — dispense with any normative 
connotations; any altered tone can be categorized and described within this system. Where 
Weber uses alteration as a crutch by which to explain anomalous harmonies as participating in 
underlying diatonic progressions, Kurth views alteration as destructive of tonal procedures. He 
writes that “the alteration viewpoint not only greatly simplifies root relationships among chords, 
often surprisingly so, but also has the power to allow the tonal coherence of music to dissolve 
everywhere by permitting any chord, no matter how simple, to be interpreted as a tension 
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formation, to change completely its fundamental [tonal] relationships.”
137
 To illustrate how 
alteration works, Kurth turns to the “Fate Motive” from Wagner’s Die Walküre (1870). In 
discussing Ex. 5.1 (117), he argues that the music moves from a D minor chord to a C  dominant 
seventh. But from the alteration viewpoint the relationship between these two chords differs from 
our initial impression. “The first chord is a tension distortion of the second one, is in fact tonally 
identical with it. D is a neighbor-note insertion, from above, to C ; likewise A in the uppermost 
voice is a neighbor-note insertion to G , so that here too the first melody note of the motive 
appears as a dissonant, non-chordal tension tone. Thus the only new note joining the second 
chord is the seventh, B” (118). According to the alteration viewpoint, the connection between 
these two chords is fundamentally melodic; the underlying harmony does not change, but the 
melody does. Alteration allows Kurth to show how melodic concerns drive harmonic movement. 
While it is important, for Kurth, to show the underlying harmony, the energy of the melodic line 
is what draws his sustained attention. 
 
Example 5.1. “Fate Motive” from Wagner’s Die Walküre from Romantische Harmonik, 
Fig. 114, p. 210. Reproduced from Ernst Kurth: Selected Writings, 117 ©1991 by 
Cambridge University Press. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University 
Press. 
 
 
In terms of the specifics of Kurth’s definition of alteration we can see that the first two 
parts — chromatic modification of chord tones and neighbor-note insertion — act directly on the 
pitch content of the chord. The chromatic modification of a chord tone is a straightforward 
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concept in which a chord tone is chromatically modified and acts as a melodic pitch that pushes 
toward the next harmony. The important thing to understand is that all of these concepts are 
aspects of chordal alteration. In chordal alteration, “chromatic modification enters freely into a 
chord, without the necessity of previous linear motion, and creates an impulse pressing toward 
subsequent harmonies” (110). Like chromatic modifications of chord tones, neighbor-note 
insertions substitute for or displace chord tones. Kurth uses Schubert to illustrate a basic form of 
this phenomenon. The opening of Schubert’s “Am Meere” D. 957, No. 12 (1828), serves his 
purpose quite nicely. Ex. 5.2 reproduces Kurth’s Fig. 93.
138
 Kurth notes that the first simultaneity 
involves a threefold neighbor-note insertion into a C major chord. The three inserted pitches — 
A , D , and F  — each resolve to their “correct” chord tones — G, E, and G respectively — 
within the C major triad. The idea that these displaced tones discharge their energies within the 
boundaries of the chord is important. As Kurth writes, “neighbor-note insertion is thus the 
interpolation of foreign tones that strive into the chord, just as the chromatically altered tones of 
the first variety strive out of the chord.”
139
 By striving into the chord these displaced notes 
prolong it and add to its arresting power, its potential energy. Once again, energy is the crucial 
concept here; for Kurth, each individual tone has its own energy, and it is this energy that 
determines harmonic movement and links chords together. Both alteration and neighbor-note 
insertion use the energy of the individual tone to either move a harmony to a new harmony in the 
former or to reinforce the power of a single harmony. Kurth reminds us that “the chromatic 
modification of a chord tone and neighbor-note insertion, in addition to distorting the external 
harmonic image, also cause the relationship between tension chord and resolution chord to 
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simulate entirely different harmonic formations than they actually are, if traced back to their 
basic progression” (116). 
 
Example 5.2: Schubert, “Am Meere” from Romantische Harmonik, Fig. 93, p. 189. 
 
 
 
The sense that alteration or displacement affects not just the chords themselves but also 
the connections between them involves a tacit recognition of non-assimilated and anomalous 
harmonies. Just as I have focused not on the harmonies themselves but rather on the connections 
— and more importantly potential connections — between them in the service of understanding 
non-assimilation, we hear in some of Kurth’s language a similar position: 
A harmony for its own sake is subject to a threefold contextual influence. First, its 
musical effect depends on its relationship to the central tonic harmony, on its 
“tonal function.” The same chord appears with an entirely different effect 
depending on whether it assumes the role of tonic, dominant, or any other close or 
more remote position in the overall key. Accordingly, the overall key is to be 
understood with reference to the complete piece, or only to a tonal fragment. 
Since such fragments become ever shorter and more fluctuant in the development 
of Romantic music, the overall tonal orbits to watch this type of chordal effect 
narrows as well. Second, the effect of a chord also depends on the relationship to 
the immediately preceding chord. The relation to the immediately preceding 
chord confronts the relation to the tonic. The last phenomenon, the luminous 
effect of an individual progression, the appeal resulting from the collision of two 
chords, is concealed in simple tonal music, more suppressed and inconspicuous in 
the overall effect of the harmonic context, being more absorbed in the tonal 
structure of the total complex. In other words, in the context of simple tonal 
music, the relation of a harmony to the tonic is more significant than the 
relationship between in the progression of two successive chords individually, 
even though that [local] relationship always influences the effect of a newly 
entering chord as well. Third, besides these two relative aspects, [i.e. besides] the 
relationship to the central tonic and to the immediately preceding harmony, the 
effect of a chord is influenced by its sonic appeal as such, by its absolute effect. 
This effect, too, is never completely suppressed, and to a certain degree is always 
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evident along with the two aforementioned aspects, but in simple tonal music it 
remains suppressed by the relative relationships. (119-120) 
 
In “simple” tonal music — Mozart and Haydn — the relationship of a chord to the central tonic 
harmony predominates over the relationship between two chords in succession. The idea that the 
central tonic’s sphere of influence becomes smaller and smaller as Romantic music develops is 
interesting, especially given that Kurth hears this as having a fragmenting effect on any given 
piece. As Romantic music progresses, more and smaller sections are governed by their own 
central tonics, each of which has equal weight on the scale of the piece as a whole. The second 
point is that every chord forms relationships with the chords that immediately precede and follow 
it. The connection between these two ideas is what matters here. Kurth writes that “the first of 
these functions is constructive, in the sense of the tonal structure; it has a binding, centralizing 
effect. The others are destructive, having an isolating, destructive effect” (120). This does not 
mean there is an absolute conflict between the different functions, but rather that the difference 
in relationship between a chord and its central tonic or between two chords serves to isolate a 
particular progression from its surrounding context and potentially destroy normative harmonic 
motion. There is something special about the relationship between the different uses of a 
particular chord. 
Kurth calls progressions that bring about this difference in use “luminous” and notes their 
appeal to the ear. “Luminous,” though, appeals to the eye; Kurth here means that these 
progressions seem to glow as they leap off the page. Again, these progressions contain 
significant amounts of energy, and are potentially destructive. The result is that the local 
progression may suggest a certain function for a particular chord, while its relationship to the 
central tonic may suggest a different tonal function. The greater the difference between these two 
results in a greater potential for the two different interpretations to be incompatible with each 
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other. This disjunction could be heard as a moment of non-assimilation. For Kurth, the 
disjunction between local and global function creates an “absolute effect.” What he terms a 
chord’s or progression’s absolute effect can be understood as its actual sound and how it rises out 
of its surroundings. In some tonal music the effect is often suppressed, but in Romantic music it 
begins to come to the fore. Kurth illustrates how a disjunction between chordal function can 
create this effect with an example from Act 1 Scene 4 of Wagner’s Tristan und Isolde (1859), 
(122). For Kurth, the important aspect of Ex. 5.3 is the juxtaposition of an E
7
 chord and an E
7
 
chord. “A case like this one is highly characteristic for the autonomy of the absolute progression 
effect precisely because it shows, on a small scale, how an enormous expansion of the concept of 
tonality takes place as long as [tonal] uniformity still embraces all of the erratic, remote 
progressions. For the absolute progression effect is one that issues from tonality itself, and lay 
dormant within it all along” (123). Although the embracing tonality can encompass both chords 
separately within its sphere, it cannot account for the relationship between them; the relationship 
between them is thus “absolute.” The energy of the progression adds tension to the passage that 
cannot be completely suppressed. The progression stands as anomalous to these relationships. 
The absolute sonic effect heightens the energetic tension and weakens normative tonal 
relationships. 
 
Example 5.3: Wagner, Tristan und Isolde, Act 1 Scene 4 from Romantische Harmonik, 
Fig. 160 p. 267. Reproduced from Ernst Kurth: Selected Writings, 122 ©1991 by 
Cambridge University Press. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University 
Press. 
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The invocation of tension in Kurth’s musical theory has long been regarded as 
problematic. For Brian Hyer, “it would seem from his analyses that the only psychological 
impulse ever expressed in music was that of an increase in tension.”
140
 The problem calls to 
mind Kurth’s discussion of the absolute sonic effect, where the chord that creates the absolute 
effect is the cause of tension that is irresolvable by its very nature. This effect, and its resulting 
tension, is suppressed in some tonal music where harmonic factors, at least for Kurth, override 
melodic ones. In addition these harmonic concerns almost always posit concrete and identifiable 
“klangsinnlich” (musically sensuous) relationships between triads and seventh chords. In the 
“Classicism” of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven, each and every chord is easily assimilated to 
both global and local harmonic contexts. This then creates static harmonic objects that suppress 
the ability of melody to spin forth its psychic energy. These chords do not advance the energetic 
spinning out melody; they are, in Kurth’s view, the most important aspect of the musical texture 
of this time period. Matthew Riley notes that “for Kurth, Classicism’s regular rhythmic scheme 
affirms humanity’s earthly life and physical constitution, whereas the melodic style of Bach has 
something spiritual and mystical about it. It is the mark of a ‘will to infinity’ which renounces, 
and breaks free of, earthly things.”
141
 In Classicism, regular rhythmic and harmonic patterns, 
exemplified (for Kurth) by Riemann’s theories of harmony and phrasing, prevail over potentially 
destructive melodic concerns. Kurth hears the melodic impulse in Romantic music as destructive 
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of the paradigm instituted by Classicism, where the kinetic energy of melody is secondary to the 
concerns of “Klangsinnlichkeit.”
142
 
 
 
 
Example 5.4: Schubert, “Ständchen (aus Shakespeares ‘Cymbeline’)” from Romantische 
Harmonik, Fig. 161, p. 270. 
 
 
While Kurth does not hear absolute harmonic effect as an explicit part of Schubert’s 
harmonic language, it forms an integral part of how Kurth thinks about Romantic harmony in 
general. In Schubert the closest approximation of absolute harmonic effect occurs when the 
music shifts using chromatic mediant relationships. Kurth illustrates with a passage from 
“Ständchen (aus Shakespeares ‘Cymbeline’)” D. 889 (1826).
143
 Ex. 5.4 reproduces Kurth’s Fig. 
161. Globally, the song moves from C major to A  major. For Kurth, the song does this by 
juxtaposing a G major triad (which he hears as V of C major) with an E  major triad (which he 
hears as V of A  major) in neighboring measures. While this is one way to hear this passage, the 
music is more complicated than Kurth gives it credit for. G major, in fact, acts at the opening of 
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the passage as a local tonic. C in the bass is heard quite easily as preparation for D in the middle 
of the measure, which then moves as V in G major to I at the beginning of the next measure. This 
in no way negates Kurth’s hearing, and actually further enhances the sense that in Schubert 
chromatic mediant relationships create moments of disjunction. The abrupt juxtaposition creates 
an “absolute progression effect.” This is not quite the absolute sonic effect Kurth associates with 
later music because it does not create an absolute break in color, texture, and harmony, or at least 
not enough to alter and disrupt the course of the piece. 
 
 
Example 5.5: Wagner, Tristan und Isolde, Act 2 Scene 1 from Romantische Harmonik, 
Fig. 185, p. 299. 
 
 
 
These absolute effects and progressions are found far more frequently in the music of 
Wagner. Kurth uses a passage from Act 2 Scene 1 of Tristan und Isolde to illustrate the power of 
the absolute harmonic effect. Ex. 5.5 reproduces his Fig. 185.
144
 Kurth says little about this 
passage, but seems most concerned with the absolute harmonic effect created by the E  minor 
chord in the third measure. It is not related to the harmonies that locally surround it, and stands 
alone in the passage, anomalous to its locality. The chord creates the absolute effect only within 
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its immediate local context. In a footnote to his translation, Rothfarb says that this chord is only 
absolute in its local context and depending on how broad a context one considers could be 
integrated into the long-term unfolding of B  major. He argues that an absolute harmonic effect 
is most often a local one, and that “deviant” harmonies are often integrated at a later point in the 
music.
145
 Indeed, given the two harmonies that precede it, E  minor is unexpected and 
unprepared. The preceding chords — an A major-minor seventh and a G minor triad — prepare 
neither the E  minor triad nor the F major triad in the fourth measure. We can conceive of a 
connection between G minor and F major, in a number of different ways, but E  minor wouldn’t 
normally figure amongst them. By focusing on the local context, Kurth hears the E  minor triad 
as creating an absolute harmonic effect. For Kurth, absolute harmonic effect is inseparable from 
absolute harmonic progression. An absolute harmonic progression occurs when two chords 
cannot be linked in some functional way, and this in turn creates the absolute harmonic effect. E  
minor emerges from its local context to arrest our attention. It is precisely Kurth’s invocation of 
the local context that lends weight to the idea that we hear this chord as anomalous, even though 
it may be eventually assimilated into some larger global context. 
The harmony that creates this absolute harmonic effect thus introduces tension into the 
music. The frequency of these effects in later Romantic music is a product of what Kurth calls 
“harmonischen Innererhitzung” (301), which Rothfarb translates as “inner harmonic seething.”
146
 
“According to Kurth,” writes Adorno, “the tensions merely conceal and paraphrase the resolution 
‘for’ which they stand and in and by which they are determined. He therefore deprives the notion 
of tension of its seminal value, and despite all the subjective and psychological turns of phrase, 
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or perhaps for their sake, clings to the concept of the ‘nonharmonic’ inherited from the repertoire 
of the conservatory.”
147
 Adorno regards alteration and neighbor-note insertion as being more or 
less the same thing as traditional notions of non-harmonic tones. For Adorno, the continued use 
of these traditional ideas means that Kurth’s theory is not that radical at all. As we have seen, 
Kurth believes that these chords have an energizing effect on the music, increasing the tension in 
a particular passage. Why would Adorno have a problem with this? Perhaps because he believes 
that, in Kurth, “tensions merely stand in for their resolution”, robbing the very notion of tension 
of its positive power or force (54). For Adorno, Kurth diffuses the interaction between tension 
and release, the very thing that allows for the critical power of art. By calling these absolute 
chords nonharmonic, Adorno suggests that Kurth hears them as something imposed on the music 
from the outside, rather than as fragmentary and interior. There is nevertheless an almost 
Adornian preoccupation with the fragmentary in much of Kurth’s language. The fact that 
absolute effects rise up and break apart their contexts speaks to the relationship between part and 
whole often invoked in Adorno’s aesthetics. The fragmentary nature of Kurth’s thought is further 
evident in the fact that his musical examples rarely run for more than six measures — pieces of 
pieces. 
Another aspect of Kurth’s thinking about harmony comes to the fore in the idea of chords 
having a certain amount of energy. For Kurth there is a difference in the amount of energy that 
“sensuous” harmonies embody versus the amount of energy that “energetic” harmonies contain. 
Sensuous harmonies are made up mostly of major and minor thirds; they are normally 
klangsinnlich and resist the free-flow of melodic energies. They possess potential energy only in 
so far as the chord third can be interpreted as a leading tone. For Kurth, the leading tone can 
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either ascend, as in the chord third of a major triad moving by half step up, or descend, as when 
the chord third of a minor triad slips down by half step. While the potential energy of the major 
third is the more forceful, recognizing both forms enables him to suggest that any triad has some 
potential energy. In C major, the tonic’s major third E thus has the potential to become the 
leading tone to an F major triad. If the C major triad were to move to an F major triad, there 
would be a strong inclination to hear the F major triad as a new tonic, actualizing the potential 
energy of the leading tone E. Thus, in sensuous chords — whether triads or seventh chords — 
this potential energy is bound up in a functional relationship to another chord. Sensuous chords 
often have distinct and measurable effects on the harmonic unfolding of the piece and can even 
create absolute effects, though they rarely do. Energetic chords, on the other hand, are infused 
with kinetic energy and are altered in the service of continued melodic development. These 
chords are significantly less arresting of the flow of melody than sensuous chords since they are 
altered in such a way as to allow for the continued outpouring of melodic kinetic energy. Both 
types of harmonies have the ability to create absolute effects, though energetic harmonies tend to 
have significantly more potentially destructive energy. As Hyer writes, energetic harmonies are 
“sensuous harmonies that have been inflected by unconscious melodic impulses. These impulses 
are strong enough to override the mechanism of repression, the sheer tonal force of sensuous 
harmonies, and rise to the conscious as chromatic alterations and melodic displacements” (92).
148
 
The repression inherent in sensuous harmonies is overridden in energetic harmonies by melodic 
alterations. For Kurth this is a positive sign, marking the emergence of psychic energy in musical 
form. By suggesting that the development of Romantic harmony is bound up in the intrusion of 
melody into harmony, Kurth allows for a wondrous sense of anomaly to become possible. 
                                                
148
 The “mechanism of repression” is of course a reference to Freud, not Kurth.  
 248 
Alteration once again becomes a central concern in understanding how energy is stored 
and released in the connections between harmonies. The melodic alteration of chord tones is 
directly responsible for chromatic chord progressions:  
Generally speaking, [such chromaticism] is caused by harmonic connections 
brought about simply by chromatic movement of single tones, or of all tones, such 
that this continuation of the individual chord tones can take different directions 
simultaneously. Hence, due to alteration, a special technique arises for connecting 
harmonies, which breaches the tonal principle in chord progressions.
149
 
 
Alteration allows for the destruction of progressions based on continuous references to the tonic 
and replaces them with chromatic progressions. Alteration compels the progression of one chord 
to the next. It has the effect of binding these chords closer together despite whether or not they 
can be functionally related. Alteration thus breaches normative tonal connections. Instead of 
hearing these breaches as being negative, existing in opposition to a positive a priori, Kurth 
describes them positively, as having a “special technique” and following their own logic. The 
special technique involves the use of kinetic energy, in the form of melody, to create 
connections. The altered tone, which serves the purposes of melody, connects one chord to 
another. There need be no diatonically logical or functional connections between chords because 
the psychic energy of the tones themselves makes these connections superfluous. The music of 
Tristan und Isolde once again provides an example of just such an infusion of melodic energy. 
Ex. 5.6, which reproduces Kurth’s Fig. 130 (224), isolates the “Tantris” motive from Act 1 Scene 
3. For Kurth, the crucial pitch is the melodic B  on the second beat of the first measure:  
The beginning and end of this two-measure structure exhibit a tonal connection, 
VI and V in A minor. The second chord, by contrast, results from a chromatic 
contrary motion of the voices, a process expressed tangibly in the notation. 
Wagner notates the harmony which, externally, is an F  chord, with B  in the 
descending motivic voice and, at the same time, with A  in the ascending bass …. 
Such notation reflects clearly the primal instinct for linear motions. For when the 
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melody has a B  together with the F  major chord, it is not the convergence on the 
notated chord that is essential but rather the melodic course of the main voice. If 
we pursue this motive in musical perception, the chord does not in fact sound 
consonant at all because the musical tension in it is not absorbed. (132) 
 
In this example, an enharmonic cross-relation binds two successive chords together: A  leads up 
to B in the bass while B  leads down to A in the soprano. Once again the special technique of 
kinetic energy as a melodically binding force comes to the fore. The linear motions connecting 
these chords are indicative of the special technique that arises when melodic concerns 
predominate. While we certainly hear some kind of klangsinnlich applied-dominant relation 
between the F  major chord at the end of the first measure and the B half-diminished seventh at 
the beginning of the second measure, we instead focus on the melodically binding nature of the 
respelled B .
150
 For Kurth, there is no need to determine the above-mentioned klangsinnlich 
connection because the “primal instinct for linear motion” renders it superfluous. 
 
 
 
Example 5.6: “Tantris” motive, Tristan und Isolde, Act 1 Scene 3 from Romantische 
Harmonik, Fig. 130, p. 225. 
 
                                                
150
 Though some listeners will also want to hear the B half-diminished seventh chord as a G  
diminished seventh chord with A displacing G  as an upper neighbor note. How one interprets 
the chord is less important than recognizing that the functional relationship between chords 
matters less to Kurth then the melodic energy that binds them together.  
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Example 5.7: Schema of the “Prelude to Act 3” of Tristan und Isolde from Romantische 
Harmonik p. 317. Reproduced from Ernst Kurth: Selected Writings, 146 ©1991 by 
Cambridge University Press. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University 
Press. 
 
 
The special technique for connecting harmonies also brings about what Kurth hears as the 
“crisis” in Romantic harmony, the “breaking forth” of kinetic energy from the potential energy 
of chords: 
The intensive alteration style, with all of its components, is nothing but the 
complete saturation of all harmonic-tonal foundations with subsonic dynamic 
forces. The chromatic principle of chord connection shows this process at its 
height by illustrating an acquiescence of the tonally organized surface, as well as 
[illustrating] the reciprocal flux among its individual elements, its chords, under 
the upsurging pressure of the underlying energetic currents. It is the dissolution of 
tonal relationships due to the energy of tone tendencies. For [harmonic] forms, as 
for harmonic progressions, the highly developed alteration technique boundlessly 
expands the musical possibilities, and everywhere ruptures the stable structure. 
Everything surges and flows. (134-135) 
 
For Kurth, this is part of a historical trajectory that results in the rupture of previously stable 
harmonic structures by the psychic energy of the tones themselves. Chords acquiesce to the 
forces of melody, which in turn bind the now-altered chords together in a seamless flow. This 
does not mean that there are not tonally organizing principles at work. Kurth describes how 
“harmonic pillars” (Eckpfeiler) are used to organize the long-term motion of some passages; the 
longer these pillars are avoided, the more tension-filled the music becomes. Kurth uses the 
prelude to Act 3 of Tristan und Isolde to illustrate how this works. He writes that “the prelude is 
divided up into short sections, and even though they may lead into remote tonal areas, their 
initial and final harmonies are clearly and simply rooted in the main key” (145). Ex. 5.7 shows 
Kurth’s schema for the entire prelude (146). He writes that “the large tonal continuity is thus 
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preserved by means of the beginning and ending chords, from which the individual segments 
branch out to their more remote harmonic developments. The chords represent among 
themselves an extremely simple, cyclical cadential progression in F minor, with a secondary 
dominant, the applied dominant harmony in ms. 30 and 38, [and] otherwise with nothing but 
chords in the main key” (145). All of the tension in each section is thus sublimated to the basic 
pillars in F minor. The prelude is thus less tension-filled than pieces that avoid harmonic pillars. 
But even in pillar-based forms the use of alteration in the spans between the pillars results in 
rising tension. Rothfarb comments that “when the basic pillars are evaded, the tonality itself 
enters a state of flux. Any potential harmonic arrival that could initiate a cadence leads instead to 
renew chromatic progressions, thus pushing the basic pillars ever further apart.”
151
 For Kurth, 
this type of musical process characterizes Wagner’s music, especially in his avoidance of 
dominant-to-tonic cadential progressions. Indeed the prelude he cites as exemplary of harmonic 
pillars is one of the few pieces in Tristan that exhibits such an easily identifiable cadential 
schema. Even though Schubert songs are rarely in flux for long periods of time, they sometimes 
exhibit pillar-based forms, which means that Kurth’s perspective on local progressions is valid 
for the music between pillars. In such cases the dissolution of a succession of harmonies into 
streams of chromatic melodic motion contributes to the elevation of a particular harmony from 
its context. 
For Kurth, the history of harmony, and therefore of music, is about the gradual infusion 
of chords with kinetic/melodic energy. This shift in perspective from harmony as a building 
block to harmony as an impediment to melodic motion reveals an analytical technique attuned to 
the potential disintegration of diatonic harmonic continuity. We thus hear, in his writings, an 
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attempt to instigate a conversation with Romantic music on its own terms rather than on 
preconceived notions of music-theoretical correctness. The non-assimilation perspective benefits 
from an engagement with Kurth’s writings precisely because of his attention to the destructive 
power of alteration. While he still relies on the use of traditional chord labels, he emphasizes the 
connections between harmonies rather than the mere naming of them. His relationship to the 
history of harmonic theory is thus somewhat oblique. For Kurth, “theorizing does not mean 
forcing things into norms that are already making way for other norms. Rather it is a matter of 
recognizing the logic of the ongoing developments, according to which former norms are 
superseded. Otherwise theory loses its basic purpose and, caught in a biased view that no longer 
suits the premises, is capable of seeing only confusion where, in reality, not the musical style but 
the viewpoint is confused” (127). This is an extension of his critique of Riemann’s inability to 
grasp the energy underlying the relationship between dissonance and consonance in Die 
Voraussetzungen der theoretischen Harmonik (1913).
152
 Kurth struggled with how to address 
other theorists’ writings from the beginning. Instead of attempting to completely systemize a 
static theory, his focus on energetic connections fragments the pieces he analyzes and allows him 
to focus on the paradoxically binding power of destructive alteration. 
But fragmenting the pieces he analyzes into small sections is not the only way that the 
fragmentary impulse expresses itself in Kurth’s writing. In Romantic music “the harmonic colors 
well up from within, and so gradually engulf and destroy the unified tonal outlines” (120). The 
idea that the particular (harmonic color) rises up from within the harmony itself, and is not 
imposed by some outside force, is of vital importance: the particular dialectically resists the 
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 See Lee Rothfarb, “Ernst Kurth’s The Requirements for a Theory of Harmony: An Annotated 
Translation with an Introductory Essay” (M.M. Thesis: University of Hartford, 1979), for a 
translation and discussion of this early work. 
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totality of which it forms a part. Better, fragments are not created by the destruction of wholes 
from the exterior but are rather created through the release of built-up interior energy. For Kurth, 
melodically oriented impulses in Romantic music accumulate and eventually result in the 
dissolution of harmonies into their constituent parts. In early Romantic music, and particularly in 
Schubert, this built-up energy results not in the complete dissolution of harmonies but rather in 
the raising of a particular harmony up out of its context, setting it in to relief, and creating the 
conditions for non-assimilation. The resulting clash of harmonies is an important development in 
an evolutionary harmonic path toward the crisis embodied in Tristan und Isolde. “An internal 
evolutionary path of ever increasing significance is initiated early in the Romantic period, a path 
which has its psychological origin in the delight in the sonic appeal itself” (121). The idea that 
music “delights in the sonic appeal itself” is important here. This pleasure results in 
“Fortschreitungswirkung,” or “progression effect.” The progression effect occurs when the sonic 
appeal of a succession of harmonies trumps the functional relationships of its constituents. This 
effect — which is a version of absolute progression — is one of the ways in which an individual 
harmonic succession, or harmony, can be elevated to prominence. 
The idea that a particular harmony can be elevated out of a flow of continuous music 
speaks to the psychological underpinnings of Kurth’s theory. Hyer has a uniquely positive 
outlook on these underpinnings, though he does have some reservations about Kurth’s 
psychological “pretensions.” His most important idea however is that Kurth’s theory “seethes 
with unfulfillable desires. It is irrational, chaotic, neurasthenic, and ignores all the usual musical 
oppositions between consonance and dissonance, between high and low, and so on” (93). The 
idea that Kurth’s analyses seethe with unfulfillable desires is productive in terms of non-
assimilation. The sense that Kurth injects the irrational into music analysis is vital to 
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understanding how he hears the purpose of music theory. It is not to rationalize the irrational, 
energetic element in Romantic music, but rather to identify it and ensure that analysis recognizes 
its effect. The aesthetic implications of hearing the absolute effect of a harmonic succession as 
irrational, or as something requiring no theoretical rationalization, are quite important. In Die 
Voraussetzungen der theoretischen Harmonik (1913), Kurth writes extensively about the 
metaphysics of consonance and dissonance. He notes that “consonance and dissonance actually 
represent the opposite of repose and movement and are therefore relative, despite acoustical 
definition.”
153
 By positing that dissonance is relative, Kurth implies that the common harmonic 
perspective on dissonance — that it must resolve — is a false one. Dissonance, rather, is an 
irrational element that needs to be recognized for its kinetic and chromatically binding effects on 
the out-flowing of harmonic movement. The irrational element is intimately intertwined with 
Kurth’s understanding of the energetic effect of dissonance on melodic lines, specifically in 
unresolved dissonances that contribute to the dissolution of harmony into chromatically 
streaming lines. “Occasionally, when harmonies that cannot be interpreted tonally result from 
chromatic voice movements, it becomes clear how, in an internal dissolutive process, the original 
tonality of chord progressions disintegrates into a chromatic steaming of voices.”
154
 The 
disintegration of chord progressions into such streams of melodic chromaticism rarely occurs in 
Schubert, but its effect is integral to understanding how Kurth conceives of the ultimate insertion 
of energy into harmonic successions, the idea being that individual tones dissolve the normative 
bounds of harmonic progressions, allowing the kinetic energy of melody to predominate in each 
chord. In these progressions, the chords themselves dissolve into melody.  
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Example 5.8: Tristan und Isolde, Act 1 Scene 5 from Romantische Harmonik, Fig. 193 p. 
336. Reproduced from Ernst Kurth: Selected Writings, 137 ©1991 by Cambridge 
University Press. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University Press. 
 
 
Kurth thus views the increasing chromaticism of Romantic music as “progressive” in 
every sense. It helps break the bonds of potential energy and facilitates the progression of one 
harmony to the next. “While the whole play of light and color, which initiates the expansions of 
harmony, results from the escalation of all potential energies, the influences of kinetic energy 
also increase greatly throughout. Melodic phenomena in the most diverse forms also disrupt and 
destroy tonal continuities. While an organic disintegration and dissolution from within was 
observed in the case of potential energy, the flowing linear force produces disruptions that 
simply sever the tonal development” (135). The linear force of kinetic energy does not just 
enable organic disintegration but severs tonal connections. The music of Tristan und Isolde again 
embodies this phenomenon, which is often brought about by “extratonal sequences” (137) in 
which the underlying harmonic connections between repetitions in sequences are diatonically 
unrelated to each other. In Ex. 5.8, which reproduces a passage from Act 1 Scene 5 (137), Kurth 
marks the individual motivic groups with brackets. “The succession of these individual motivic 
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groups, the interrelationship of the resolution chords, is no longer tonally but rather melodically 
determined, as a constant shift up a major second (simple transposition) of the whole cadence of 
these motivic groups, C major, D major, E major, [and] subsequently by a minor third (G 
major)” (137). For Kurth, the melodic sequence determines how the underlying harmonies flow 
and defines the music. In this case, the melodic sequence “disrupts and destroys tonal 
continuities.” The sundering of tonal connections represents a further step beyond the elevation 
of a particular succession out of its surroundings, but is related to it. The psychological energy 
underlying the absolute progression is increased to the point that it explodes. 
 
 
 
Example 5.9: Schubert, “Auf dem Flusse” from Romantische Harmonik, Fig. 84, p. 174. 
 
 
While a complete explosion of kinetic energy rarely occurs in Schubert, increases in 
kinetic energy do result, at least for Kurth, in abrupt harmonic shifts. The most common shift, 
one Kurth finds consistent with his energetic reading of harmony, is the use of mode change. For 
Kurth, all early Romantic music connects the use of mode change to kinetic energy.
155
 
Schubert’s Winterreise is exemplary of the connection. In Schubert’s “Auf dem Flusse” D. 911, 
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No. 7 (1828), this kinetic energy occurs not only in the piano, but also in the Gesangstimme, 
which transforms from E minor into E major. Thus the singing subject, by using chord alteration 
to change modes and allowing kinetic energy to penetrate into the diatonic realm, creates new 
energetic paths for the harmonic unfolding of its subjectivity. Ex. 5.9 shows Kurth’s Fig. 84 
(174). What Kurth hears in Schubert’s use of mode change is a break from Classical harmony 
through alteration. Alteration taps into the latent magic of the major/minor opposition by 
bringing it to the fore. Schubert’s emphasis on  in the vocal part shows this to perfection. For 
Adorno, Schubert’s harmonic language is that of “crystallization,” a process whereby energy is 
released, leaving only the shell of tonality behind:
156
 “Schubert’s sadness results not just from 
the expression (which is itself a function of musical temper), but from the liberation of the 
particular. The liberated detail is abandoned, exposed, just as the liberated individual is also 
alone, sorrowful — the negative.”
157
 In Schubert, the extremely isolated state of the individual 
arises not through a self-conscious imposition of the individual tone into the musical material, 
but rather as an immanent outgrowth from the musical material itself. The kinetic energy of 
alteration raises the particular out of its immediate context and liberates it from the strict 
confines of diatonic harmony. When the music turns to E major it exposes the Gesangstimme’s 
G  and liberates its melodic energy. Schubert’s music presents a powerfully accurate picture of 
the sorrowful individual through its harmonic alterations. The fact that both Kurth and Adorno 
hear energy as vital to the way in which Schubert creates song-subjects cannot be overlooked. 
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Energy becomes a central metaphor in understanding how Schubert’s music breaks normative 
harmonic boundaries and enables anomaly. 
For Kurth, the music of the nineteenth century — Romantic music from Schubert to 
Wagner — shows the impulses of the individual in its increasing reliance on altered harmonies 
inflected with melodic/kinetic energy. The non-assimilation of anomalous harmonies follows 
from this increase in kinetic energy as it elevates particular successions out of their harmonic 
context and calls attention to them. One need only think back to the altered G
°7
 that leads Atlas 
out of G minor and into B major to hear how the individual’s kinetic energy explodes the 
diatonic space of the song. For Kurth, non-assimilation comes to the fore in Wagner’s use of 
alteration to suggest diatonic spaces that are never fulfilled, and which open up a positive space 
for the individual in the act of becoming. Kurth likewise attaches great significance to the 
liberation of the particular in Schubert’s songs, whose harmonic alterations present a powerful 
picture of the sorrowful individual. The aesthetics of the particular in Schubert attaches even 
more meaning to non-assimilated and anomalous harmonies. The subject of these songs is one 
whose isolation lies in the uncovering of the particular as a force that resists complete 
assimilation into an a priori whole. Kurth’s terminology, as well as his explanation of how 
alteration operates in particular harmonic contexts, will allow us to hear anomalous harmonies in 
the concrete context of the sorrowful liberation of the particular, whether it be a single harmony, 
a particular pitch, or even an entire key. 
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II  “Sei mir gegrüsst” 
 
For Kurth, Schubert begins the process of reinserting melodic energy back into the 
stagnant world of harmony. Indeed, much of his writing on Schubert explicitly suggests that 
Schubert’s increasing harmonic flexibility and use of mode change paves the way for later 
developments in harmonic practice. As we have seen, Kurth’s ideas inform my own definition of 
non-assimilated harmonies, since he identifies harmonies that rise out of the surface texture and 
arrest or disrupt larger musical continuities. These harmonies create and sustain the destructive 
melodic/kinetic impulse. In this section, I begin with Kurth’s analysis of alteration and 
enharmonicism in “Sei mir gegrüsst” and then move on to my own analysis of the song. 
One of Kurth’s most complete discussions of a Schubert song is of the fascinating and 
haunting “Sei mir gegrüsst” D. 741 (1821). The score is reproduced below. The poem, by 
Friedrich Rückert, is a lyric utterance to a distant, and perhaps estranged, beloved.
158
 
 
“Sei mir gegrüßt”  (Rückert) 
 
O du Entrißne mir und meinem Kusse, 
Sei mir gegrüßt, sei mir geküßt! 
Erreichbar nur meinem Sehnsuchtgruße, 
Sei mir gegrüßt, sei mir geküßt!  
 
Du von der Hand der Liebe diesem Herzen Gegebne, 
Du von dieser Brust 
Genommne mir! Mit diesem Tränengusse 
Sei mir gegrüßt, sei mir geküßt. 
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 Most discussions of the song treat it as a rather ordinary love song. Its tonal construction is 
almost never discussed, and there are no complete analyses in the literature. The beloved is never 
assumed to be anything other than far away, and the relationship between the poet and the 
beloved in the song is never problematized. 
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Zum Trotz der Ferne, die sich feindlich trennend 
Hat zwischen mich und dich gestellt; 
Dem Neid der Schicksalmächte zum Verdrusse 
Sei mir gegrüßt, sei mir geküßt! 
 
Wie du mir je im schönsten Lenz der Liebe 
Mit Gruß und Kuß entgegenkamst, 
Mit meiner Seele glühendstem Ergusse, 
Sei mir gegrüßt, sei mir geküßt! 
 
Ein Hauch der Liebe tilget Raum und Zeiten, 
Ich bin bei dir, du bist bei mir, 
Ich halte dich in dieses Arms Umschlusse, 
Sei mir gegrüßt, sei mir geküßt! 
 
 
O you, who have been snatched from me and my kiss, 
By me be greeted, by me be kissed! 
Reached only by my yearning greetings, 
By me be greeted, by me be kissed! 
 
You, given by the hand of love to this heart, 
you, who from my breast 
have been taken! With these flooding tears 
By me be greeted, by me be kissed! 
 
Defying the distance that fiendishly separates us 
and lies between you and me; 
to irritate the envious powers of fate, 
By me be greeted, by me be kissed! 
 
Just as you always did in the fairest spring-time of love, 
coming to greet me with a kiss, 
so now, with my soul a glowing flood, 
By me be greeted, by me be kissed! 
 
A breath of love erases space and time; 
I am with you, you are with me, 
I hold you in these arms, embracing you; 
By me be greeted, by me be kissed! 
 
Kurth uses this song as the basis for a discussion of alteration and enharmonicism. The 
enharmonic reinterpretation (or better respelling) of a particular pitch-class is an alteration 
technique that cuts-off the otherwise normative unfolding of a given harmonic succession. He 
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notes that Schubert is a master at this particular form of alteration and uses three examples to 
prove his point.
159
 The longest and most in depth is his discussion of “Sei mir gegrüßt.” Ex. 5.10 
reproduces his Fig. 116 (213).  
 
 
 
Example 5.10: Schubert, “Sei mir gegrüsst” ms. 34-38 from Romantische Harmonik,  
Fig. 116, p. 213. 
 
 
 
The passage in ms. 34-38 illustrates what Kurth describes as a “magnificent turn” from B  minor 
to G minor through the use of an enharmonic seam. The passage clearly begins in B  minor and 
we expect to continue in this vein into ms. 36-37. But this is not what happens. Instead of 
spelling the chord in ms. 37 A–C–E –G , thus maintaining the reference to B  minor through G , 
the piano accompaniment sounds F –A–C–E , which suggests a turn toward G minor. We can 
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36 34 35 
37 38 
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concretely see this in the roman numerals below the example. Kurth shows that what could have 
been VII in B  minor, with an A leading tone, becomes, by the mere respelling of G  as F , VII in 
G minor, and that G minor is confirmed by its own V
7
 in ms. 38. The roman numerals indicate 
that Kurth hears the chord in ms. 37 (the fourth measure of the example) as embodying two 
different potential harmonic trajectories, one of which (again) respells F  as G  and returns the 
song to B  minor, and the other of which uses F  to push the song to G minor. Because Kurth 
momentarily hears F  in ms. 37 as an enharmonic respelling of G , he hears the chord in ms. 37 
as multivalent, VII in both B  minor and G minor. 
 
 
 
Example 5.11: Schubert, “Sei mir gegrüsst” ms. 65-69 from Romantische Harmonik,  
Fig. 117, p. 214. 
 
 
 
The next time this music recurs, in ms. 65-69, the continuation is quite different. Ex. 5.11 
reproduces Kurth’s Fig. 117 (214). Once again enharmonic reinterpretation plays a role, only this 
 
65 66 67 
68 69 
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time the pitch that ends up being reinterpreted is an A . Kurth notes that the passage begins in B  
minor but in the fourth measure changes course. We expect the fourth measure to contain the 
pitches B –D–F–A , which he interprets as an applied dominant of the subdominant in E  major 
or minor. Why he expects these pitches is unclear, though it could be because the logical 
continuation of a movement from I through III in B  minor is IV in B  minor; IV would fit within 
this trajectory as an applied V. Kurth seems not to expect the music to move to F –A–C–E  as we 
might expect given the model of ms. 37. It is almost as though these two passages were unrelated 
to each other, even though they begin with nearly the exact same three-bar subphrase. Kurth 
nonetheless expects B –D–F–A  here and proceeds accordingly: he respells A  as G , altering the 
harmonic flow and ushering the music out of B  minor. G  ultimately leads to A, which supports 
(in Kurth’s hearing) a D minor triad in 4
6 position. This then leads via an applied V above G to IV 
(above C) in G minor (not shown in the figure). Or at least that’s what the roman numerals 
indicate. There are two problems. The first is that Kurth labels the last two measures in A minor. 
There is no explanation, other than that this is his attempt to show that G  functions as a leading 
tone to A. The other problem is that Kurth writes that the C chord to which this passage leads is 
major. This is not how the score reads (ms. 71, in fact, contains a C minor triad), but given that 
he’s unconcerned about where passage ultimately ends, we can perhaps forgive the error. The 
most important point in his commentary is that the passage contains a chord that could lead to 
two different destinations (E  minor or D minor) if its enharmonically reinterpreted factor, G , 
were to return to its first spelling as A  (as in the previous examples). So while Kurth’s version 
of the passage ends differently, it is linked to the earlier passage (in ms. 34-38) by the use of the 
enharmonic reinterpretation. 
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Figure 5.1: “Sei mir gegrüsst” D. 741 (1821) ©1990 Bärenreiter-Verlag  
Karl Voetterle GmbH & Co. KG, Kassel. 
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The last of Kurth’s three examples occurs near the end of the song, in ms. 89-90, and 
refers back to the enharmonic reinterpretation of G  as F . Ex. 5.12 reproduces his Fig. 118 
(215), where he interprets the first chord as an applied V of III in B  minor. Or at least that is 
how he hears it at first. The interpretation requires revision when G  is reinterpreted as F  in the 
next measure, where the bass moves up to A and the upper voice of the piano recasts G  as F . F  
is now heard as the leading tone to G instead of the chord seventh in the applied V of III in B  
minor. The juxtaposition of G  in ms. 89 and F  in ms. 90 demonstrates the use of enharmonic 
reinterpretation to alter an assumed trajectory. In these measures, G  and F  are seen as the same 
pitch class and yet sound completely different relative to the larger harmonic context. This 
change in meaning cuts off the possibility of a continuation of B  minor and pushes the song 
firmly into G minor. All this bears more investigation. To begin with, he labels the harmony in 
ms. 89 as VII in G minor, which is only possible, however, if G –A –C–E  is heard as F –A –C–
E . We might then hear A  as an altered A . Kurth moreover suggests that we are meant to hear 
A  in ms. 89 as a G  and therefore as a lower neighbor to A in ms. 90. This means that A  
functions as both a lowered third of VII of G minor and as a leading tone to A at the same time. 
A  might thus be heard to move in two different ways linked to its different enharmonic 
identities; one in which, as G , it moves immediately to A in ms. 90, and one in which it moves 
as A  down to G at ms. 91. The alteration perspective, in conjunction with enharmonicism, 
allows Kurth to isolate this phenomenon. This passage — and the song in general — links the 
concepts of neighbor-note insertion, alteration, and enharmonicism to each other in the service of 
altering the harmonic flow of a piece. This creates a situation in which particular chords could be 
heard as embodying multiple potential roman-numeral identities at the same time. Together these 
three examples constitute Kurth’s most complete analysis of any Schubert song. In it he traces a 
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particular concept, the use of enharmonicism, through three different contexts to show how it 
contributes to the unique harmonic profile of the song. 
 
 
 
Example 5.12: Schubert, “Sei mir gegrüsst” ms. 65-69 from Romantische Harmonik,  
Fig. 117, p. 214. 
 
 
 
 
Example 5.13: “Sei mir gegrüsst” ms. 1-9 (annotated). 
 
89 90 91 
….. 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5
Langsam
I
6 7 8
8
O
V I
….. 
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The overall energy of the song, though, bears more investigation with regard to non-
assimilation; Kurth’s commentary provides a glimpse into the how the song promotes anomaly, 
but we can and shall go even further. To begin with, the song is organized into a series of 
strophes, each of which aligns with the division of the poem into stanzas. The song opens with 
an eight-measure introduction that presents a number of melodic and harmonic ideas for the song 
as a whole. Ex. 5.13 annotates the first nine measures. Overall, the piano introduction is 
organized into two four-bar phrases, both of which are subtly elided with the following phrase. 
The introduction moves in B  major from I in ms. 1 to V in ms. 7 and back to I in ms. 9; the full 
cadence on I in ms. 9 dovetails with the Gesangstimme’s first phrase. The first four-bar phrase 
consists of the initial motive, which passes from D through E  to F in ms. 1-2, and its 
complementary repetition, which passes from C through D to E  in ms. 3-4, while the underlying 
harmony moves from I to V. The second four-bar phrase moves a little further afield, progressing 
from a G minor triad in ms. 5 to an F major triad in ms. 7, which eventually gains a chord 
seventh, E . Both phrases are bound together by the voice-leading in the bass from B  in ms. 1 
through G in ms. 5 to F in ms. 7. But it is the melody that draws our attention more than the 
underlying harmony. The right hand of the piano arpeggiates a G minor triad, starting on B  in 
ms. 5, ultimately arriving at B  above the staff in ms. 6. B  descends through A to G over the 
course of ms. 6. The right hand then leaps from D to an accented G on the second beat of ms. 7 
before moving back down through F and E  to D. The melody in ms. 8 mirrors this same figure 
down a whole step, so that C leaps up to an accented F. We have heard accents like these before: 
the melodic figures in ms. 2 and 4 contain this same basic idea. Thus we hear ms. 7 and 8 as 
elaborating the basic melodic figures of ms. 1-4. There is another way that we can hear the 
musical content of ms. 5-9 as linked to the musical content of ms. 1-4. In ms. 6 a middle voice 
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sounds D  above a bass E . Initially we hear this D  as an altered chord fifth, coming from D  in 
ms. 5. But instead of moving down to C, D  moves up to D  in ms. 7. In retrospect, from the 
perspective of ms. 7, D  might be enharmonically interpreted as C , the motion from D  to D  in 
ms. 7 thus echoing the inner-voice motion from C  to D in ms. 1-2. 
In ms. 9 the music returns to I, sounding the same melodic figure it did in ms. 1-2, the 
Gesangtimme moving from B  through C  to D in the next measure. Indeed, the Gesangstimme’s 
phrase in ms. 9-13 is almost identical to the piano introduction’s opening phrase from ms. 1-4. 
The poet sings “Oh you who have been snatched from me and my kiss.” While the second four-
bar phrase once again begins on VI, the music quickly turns in a different direction. Ex. 5.14 
adds annotations to ms. 13-18. In this phrase the poet sings “by me be greeted, by me be kissed.” 
Instead of falling from G to E, the bass leaps from G up to D at ms. 14. At the same time the 
Gesangstimme arpeggiates from B  up to G before falling to F  on the downbeat of ms. 14. The 
harmony in ms. 14 forms an applied V to the VI that precedes it in ms. 13. This two-bar 
subphrase, “opening out” from VI to its own V, is the poet’s greeting. Compared to the music of 
ms. 5-6, ms. 13-14 are a distinct two-measure unit. In ms. 5-6 we have little choice but to hear 
the music move from the applied leading-tone seventh above E  in ms. 6 to V above F at ms. 7. 
This is not the case here, where the harmony in ms. 14 points back to the harmony in ms. 13, 
rather than pointing forward to the harmony in the next measure, as the piano introduction does. 
The music warms here, as the poet imagines embracing his beloved. Instead of moving back to G 
minor in ms. 15, however, the Gesangstimme slides down to V above F, creating a seam between 
F  and F  in the process, with the piano eventually adding the chord seventh E . We hear this 
seam by the fact that F  points back to G while F  points forward to B . F , then, leaps up to B  in 
the bass, forming a full cadence on I at ms. 16.  
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Example 5.14: “Sei mir gegrüsst” ms. 13-18 (annotated). 
 
 
 
In a certain sense, this refrain “sags” in the middle, in the seam between F  and F. This 
sag occurs because we assume that F  will return to G, especially given its harmonic support, the 
applied V above D, and its status as a leading tone to G. When the Gesangstimme slips down to 
F  (and the harmony moves to V) in ms. 15, we hear the transition from F  to F  as a seam 
between two different harmonic spaces. However much it loosens from its moorings, the refrain 
nevertheless easily assimilates the seam into its unfolding of B  major. Though erotically 
charged, F  nonetheless continues to F , tethering the song tightly to B  major. We can hear the 
phrase “sag” between F  and F , because although we expect F  to move back up to G it actually 
droops down to F . We hear F  as erotically charged because it contains energy that yearns for 
release; with this pitch the poet yearns to embrace his beloved — “sei mir gegrüßt.” Even though 
F  points back to G, we do not hear it as being unresolved. In fact, we can hear it in Kurthian 
terms as a kinetically charged tone that increases the warmth of the passage. The chromatic 
harmony, and its all-important F , is then assimilated by the continuation down to F  in both the 
bass and Gesangstimme. The harmony is brought into the embrace of the passage, an embrace 
that is all the warmer because of the chromatic color of the harmony in its second measure. We 
13
sei mir ge
14
grüßt,
15
sei mir ge
16
küßt,
17
sei mir ge
18
küßt.- --
B  Major: VI "V" V I
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hear the poet’s embrace as full of erotic energy, an energy linked concretely to the concavity of 
the melodic line. Indeed, the insistent superimposition of “gegrüßt” with “geküßt” assumes an 
immediacy consistent with an embrace. 
The second half of the strophe is a repeat of the first, albeit with different words. Again, 
the beloved is clearly absent and the poet is imagining her presence. The most striking aspect of 
this second half of the strophe is the fact that its final six-bar phrase is an exact repetition, 
including text, of ms. 13-18. By virtue of this exact repetition, we begin to hear the six-bar 
phrase acting as a refrain, and indeed it is repeated multiple times throughout the song. But it is 
not just a refrain. We can also hear it as instantiating a “rotational form” for the song. “In its 
most common manifestations,” writes Warren Darcy, “rotational form is a cyclical, repetitive 
process that begins by unfolding a series of differentiated motives or themes as a referential 
statement or ‘first rotation.’”  
Subsequent rotations recycle and rework all or most of the referential statement, 
normally retaining the sequential ordering of the selected musical ideas. In 
addition, it sometimes happens that a brief motivic gesture or hint planted in an 
early rotation grows larger in later rotations and is ultimately unfurled as the telos, 
or final structural goal, in the last rotation. Thus the successive rotations become a 
sort of generative matrix within which this telos is engendered, processed, 
nurtured, and brought to full presence. As a result of this process of “teleological 
genesis,” the rotations may be construed — within the aesthetic of the time — as 
growing successively more “revelatory.”
160
 
 
We can thus hear the first strophe as the first rotation and therefore framing the way the rest of 
the song will unfold. The refrain-like six-bar phrase defines the boundaries of the rotation, within 
which the sag of the refrain comes to serve as the telos for the entire song. With each succeeding 
(half) strophe, and thus within each successive rotation, the embrace grows longer, larger, and 
warmer; there’s progressively more heat each time we hear the refrain-like passage. In hearing 
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the entire song as a progressive expansion of the refrain’s chromatic embrace, it would be 
convenient if we could hear the two complementary halves of the refrain pulling apart at the 
F /F  seam and all the new music dropping in between, but that is not what happens. The refrain 
instead en/closes the embrace — embraces the embrace — each time. 
In ms. 29 the music pauses for a breath in B  major. At this point, we might expect the 
song to return to the opening material, given the repetition of the refrain, but the second strophe 
turns out to be quite different than the first. To begin with, the initial melodic phrase is nowhere 
to be found, and the Gesangstimme begins on A in ms. 30. The bass moves to F and stays there 
from ms. 30-33. We might be tempted to hear these four measures as harmonically static, but this 
is not the case: although these four measures prolong a single harmony, F major, the music is not 
static. Instead, the sustained bass F provides a ground above which the Gesangstimme begins to 
move. This strophe is no longer about the mere exposition of the relationship between the poet 
and the beloved; this verse we learn just how much he loves her. The pain of his separation from 
her becomes ever more apparent. In the first phrase, in ms. 30-33, the Gesangstimme moves 
from A through B  to D at ms. 32 before stepping back to A in the middle of ms. 33. The 
Gesangstimme pushes higher and higher in each of the first three measures, arriving on D at 
“Herzen.” This is both the melodic and emotional high point of the phrase, after which the 
melody loses a little momentum and slips back down to A, defining the overall harmonic profile 
of the phrase as a motion from a 3
5 above F in ms. 30 through neighbor 4
6s in both ms. 31 and 32 
back to a 3
5 in ms. 33. There is no sense of an impending key change, but the tension here is 
palpable nonetheless. 
And so arrives the first of the passages discussed by Kurth, amid a rise in tension and 
change in tone. The poet now tells us that his beloved has been taken from him, at which the 
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music truly begins to move. In ms. 34 the harmony changes color from B  major to B  minor, a 
small change to be sure, but one that adds luster to the new phrase. The Gesangstimme passes 
from B  in ms 34 through C in ms. 35 to D  in ms. 36, whose arrival is briefly delayed by the 
strongly articulated upper neighbor E  on the downbeat of the measure. As we know from 
Kurth’s commentary, E  is accompanied in the right hand by G , which forms an upper neighbor 
to F. Ex. 5.15 annotates this phrase with roman numerals. The example shows just how utterly 
conventional the harmonic underpinnings of this phrase are: I–VII–III, or I–“V”–III. This 
prosaicness of the progression, however, should not deter us continuing to hear the poet’s 
anguish. The phrase in fact ups the tension of the song significantly. The entire phrase pushes to 
D in ms. 38, drawing energy from a number of different melodic sources (including E  in ms. 37 
as an upper neighbor and changing from D  in ms. 33). Enharmonic reinterpretation plays a role 
in the accompaniment. As Kurth pointed out, the pitch-class G /F  is crucial to this passage. The 
upper neighbor G  in ms. 36 isn’t reinterpreted; rather; the F  on the downbeat of ms. 37 proves 
unreliable. We first hear it as G , with the bass motion from D  to G /F , from III, that is, to VI. 
Even when the upper voices complete the diminished seventh chord, we can continue to hear F  
as G , as the bass of VII2
4 in B  minor. It’s only when E  at ms. 37 goes to D at ms. 38 that we 
change our minds about hearing F  as G . Thus, it is only the melodic arrival on D  that cuts off 
the conventional I–VII–III … harmonic progression in B  minor with a return to B  major 
through the familiar applied V of VI. But just because the I–VII–III … progression in B  minor 
is truncated does not mean that it doesn’t exert a powerful effect on the subsequent measures. In 
moving to B  minor, the music melts in response to the emotional outburst of the poet. The text 
ramps up its energy here: we now know that his beloved has been taken from him and that he 
greets the thought of embracing her with tears, an emotion we have heretofore encountered. And 
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with this outburst of tears comes a like increase in musical energy. The phrase beginning in ms. 
34 is the first time a truly coloristic and chromatic outburst occurs. And of course the 
Gesangstimme’s insistence on F  at the end of this phrase links it to the refrain. 
 
 
 
Example 5.15: “Sei mir gegrüsst” ms. 34-38 (annotated). 
 
 
It would be nice to be able to hear the reimposed F  as welling up from the seam of the 
refrain. Instead, the refrain encloses the chromatic, tear-filled outburst by sounding fully formed 
in ms. 39-45. Due to the prominence of F  at the end of the phrase in ms. 34-38, we hear the 
energy of the refrain’s opening G minor heightened; the poet’s wish to embrace his beloved 
continues to gain strength. This is not to say that G minor is not easily, and immediately, 
assimilated to B  major, as it always is during the refrain, but rather that the entire refrain is now 
linked to the poet’s outburst and breakdown into tears. As such, the refrain frames the chromatic 
outburst of ms. 34-38, ensuring that B  major embraces its chromatic interior. This sets the tone 
— and the musical agenda — for the rest of the song. In this return of the refrain the idea that the 
song is organized cyclically, and thus can be heard as a series of rotations, becomes more 
plausible. Again, the refrain defines and embraces the entirety of the musical unfolding so far. 
34
du, von die ser
35
Brust Ge
cresc.
36
nemm ne mir! mit
37
die sem Trä nen
38
gus se- - - - - - -
B  Minor: I "V" III
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Every time the music moves into ever more chromatic musical space, the refrain always reframes 
it, gathering everything together in its B  major embrace. While the F /F  seam is never pried 
open, a different kind of seam is in the process of being pulled apart. This seam occurs each time 
the music veers away from B  major and accompanies a further breakdown on the part of the 
poet. The song’s descents into chromaticism are always embraced by the refrain, and never result 
in a pulling apart of the refrains internal F /F  seam. 
The second strophe therefore begins a process by which we gain insight into the 
obsessive nature of the poet’s thoughts. This second strophe once again differs from either of the 
preceding. The first strophe corresponds to a single stanza in the poem. In the second strophe, 
however, each half-strophe corresponds to a complete stanza. The refrain now ends each stanza 
and links the two stanzas into a single musical strophe. And again unlike the first strophe the 
second half of the second strophe is not an exact repetition of the first. The second half-strophe is 
concretely linked, at least at first, to the music of the first strophe. The second half-strophe 
begins in ms. 45 with the minor mode variant of the first strophe. The Gesangstimme moves 
from B  at ms. 45 through C to D  at ms. 46, embellishing D  with its upper neighbor E . It then 
leaps down to A at ms. 47 and slides through B  up to C at ms. 48, which is also embellished 
with its upper neighbor D . Just as in the opening strophe, the harmony moves from I in ms. 45-
46 to V in ms. 47-48. The poet begins the stanza by telling her that he will “defy the distance that 
fiendishly lies between” them and goes on once again to offer his embrace. The second phrase of 
this second half-strophe, however, is not linked to the opening strophe. Rather, it points back to 
the previous half-strophe, without, however, completely repeating it. This second phrase begins 
again in B  minor, with the Gesangstimme on B , but we immediately know that this phrase will 
be different. Instead of remaining on B  in the bass in ms. 50, the piano steps down to an A  
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dominant seventh chord in root position. Likewise, the Gesangstimme, while articulating the 
distance between himself and the beloved (“mich und dich”), quickly passes from B  at ms. 49 
through C and D  to arrive on E  on the second beat of ms. 50. We have been conditioned by our 
previous encounter with this music to expect the bass to move to D  in the next measure. Instead, 
however, the bass moves down by semitone to G at ms. 51 and continues to F  at ms. 52. The 
Gesangstimme holds onto E  from ms. 50 through to the downbeat of ms. 52, thus creating a 
kind of stasis. This stasis is borne out harmonically as well. We can hear ms. 50-52 as prolonging 
V, with the bass moving from A  through G to F , and the right hand move from G  through G  
to A. F /G  thus moves from the upper voice into the bass, while A  in the bass turns into A  in 
the upper voice. The harmony in ms. 51 is a voice-leading harmony, part of the prolongation of 
V. We can hear it as having “absolute effect,” with the kinetic energy of the melodic E  (and not 
some abstract functional transformation) providing the link between the two harmonies. This is a 
moment of greatly increased tension, with the music crescendoing from f to ff on the downbeat 
of ms. 52. The poet is crying out in his defiance of fate. We return to familiar territory in ms. 52, 
with the bass F  occurring right where we expect it to. F  even supports the same harmony it did 
before, but this time the harmony is far more integrated into the phrase. In other words, the 
enharmonic reinterpretation we were forced to use to undo the disjunction between the D  major 
harmony in ms. 36 and the 3
7 above F  — ultimately a V — is no longer needed. In ms. 53 E  
moves down to D, and we hear the extended E s in the previous measures as upper neighbors to 
this all-important pitch. And just as before, we hear the harmony in ms. 53 as an applied V of VI. 
Here, too, the chromaticism of the interior harmonies is framed by harmonies easily assimilated 
into B  major. 
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The sense that framing is important comes to fore in the next measure, ms. 54, when the 
refrain sounds again. The embrace of B  major shows just how intense the poet’s wish to greet 
his beloved has become. The issue of a diatonic frame in which chromatic harmonies play and 
create a particular type of song-subject is one that Lawrence Kramer has commented on often 
and at length. For Kramer, there is often a disconnect in Romantic art between the presentation 
of a particular object and its relationship with the framing horizon. When this occurs, the object 
cannot be “blended” in to this background and instead sticks out from it. He writes that “the 
Romantic paradigm …, with its disjunction between presentation and horizon, severely inhibits 
such blending. As a result, the presentational patterns of Romantic works take on a peculiar 
vividness. Enclosed within their horizons, the patterns remain unassimilated, their boundaries 
distinct.”
161
 We are coming to hear the refrain as a horizon, as fixed (and fixated) reference point 
for the poet’s longing. But at the same time, enclosed within this horizon’s boundaries and 
assimilated to it by its very nature, the energetic harmonies of the increasingly chromatic interior 
phrases form a cross-current to B  major’s normative unfolding. That is not to say that there is an 
absolute disconnect between the B  major frame of the refrain and the material it encloses, but 
rather that the refrain serves to guide us through the song by embracing its tension within itself. 
Kramer writes elsewhere that “Schubert’s alternative discourses are entirely musical. Their locus 
is usually a dissonant or ambiguous formation that fits under a normative tonal structure but in 
some sense acts independently of it, either as a kind of subtext or as a cross-grain element that 
troubles the letter or spirit of the norm.”
162
 We can hear this idea in the increasingly charged 
ways that the song moves from B  minor back to the refrain in B  major. While in this song the 
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norm is not disturbed to the point of its destruction, it is troubled in the sense of the increasing 
urgency with which the poet sends out his embrace to the beloved. Each time we hear the 
strangely soothing refrain, its urgency has been increased by the chromatically charged phrases 
that precede it. 
The poet once again pauses to take a breath in ms. 60. We have now come to recognize 
this pause as a marker of strophe delineation, and so we find ourselves at the beginning of the 
third strophe. We are now fully aware that the song is organized cyclically, though we are not yet 
sure why hearing it rotationally is important. The third strophe begins much as the second one 
did, with a relatively long, four-bar expansion of an F major triad. Indeed, ms. 61-64 are a 
repetition of ms. 30-33 with different words and therefore different rhythms in the vocal part. 
The poet is now beginning to recall the way in which his beloved responded toward him “in the 
beautiful spring of their love.” Just as before, we hear this passage as an extended rumination on 
the dominant, doing nothing to change our hearing of B  major as anything other than a secure 
and framing tonic. And the energy is once again already elevated, just as it was before. As 
before, the music evolves in a new direction, beginning in ms. 65. Having arrived at Kurth’s 
second example, we know that the music will switch modes to B  minor, and that B  in the bass 
at ms. 65 will step down to A  at ms. 66. So far, so good. We have heard this music before, in 
ms. 34-35 and ms. 49-50, though it is after the move to A  in the bass that each of those passages 
began to diverge from their rotational model. It is a pleasure, then, to hear the bass leap from A  
in ms. 66 to D  in ms. 67. Perhaps the deformation in ms. 49-53 was a mere anomaly and the 
parallelism between the first half of second strophe and the first half of the third will continue 
into the second half of the third. But this continued repetition, as we know from Kurth’s 
commentary, is not to be. Instead of leaping from D  down to F  at ms. 67, the bass leaps down 
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to B . At this moment, the music moves in another direction still, adding to the length and depth 
of the music’s “embrace.” 
At the moment the bass leaps from D  down to B  in ms. 68 the Gesangstimme slides 
from D  up to D . Indeed, in this measure all the pitches of the B  major tonic triad are present 
and accounted for, with one critical addition: G . Of course, we’re not going to realize that G  
isn’t an A  until the next measure, when both G  and B  move to A. A sounds in the bass in ms. 
69, supporting yet another neighbor 4
6 as the poet tells his beloved that “now, with [his] soul a 
glowing flood,” he will embrace her. Indeed, the energy of this moment cannot be contained; 
instead of railing against the fate that has torn them apart, his positive assurance that he will soon 
kiss her, as she once did him, pushes the Gesangstimme to leap from D at ms. 69 to F  at ms. 70. 
Once again, as in ms. 50-52, the issue in ms. 68-70 is related to voice leading, where there’s a 
twist that requires exploring. Instead of prolonging a single triad, something happens in the 
middle of this voice transfer, and G  and B  come out altered on the other side. We expect G  to 
transfer from the upper voice of the piano in ms. 68 to the bass in ms. 70 (like the corresponding 
passage in ms. 50-52 where F  transferred), but instead, after moving from B  to A, the bass 
steps down to G at ms. 70. We might also expect B  in the bass of ms. 68 to transfer to the upper 
voice of piano in ms. 70. As in ms. 50-52, where A  became A , B  becomes B  in ms. 68-70. 
This G–B  dyad, coupled with F in the Gesangstimme, urges us to hear this new chord as V of II. 
Indeed, this voice leading procedure, whereby a pitch in one outer voice transfers into the other 
and undergoes alteration, serves to highlight our awareness of the libidinal energy coursing 
through the poet’s veins. 
As we know though, there’s something off in our comparison of the harmonic 
progression from ms. 68-70 with the one in ms. 50-52. The chromatic movement in ms. 68-70 
 282 
opens up another chromatic seam. Ex. 5.16 juxtaposes ms. 49-53 and ms. 65-71. The crucial 
arrival on the applied V5
6 of VI in B  major in ms. 52 pushes the song on to the refrain, driving it 
from B  minor back to the comfortable realm of B  major. In these measures, the voice-leading 
acts as a bonding agent to bind with the absolute effect of the chromatic insertion to the diatonic 
frame of the refrain. In ms. 65-71, the bond weakens without, however, giving way. While the 
energy and pitch level have literally been heightened (the passage in ms. 68-70 is a step higher 
than the one in ms. 50-52), the voice-leading cannot be heard to bind this passage to the refrain 
as strongly as before. This is due, in no small part, to the final two harmonies in ms. 70 and 71. 
As we know, the music arrives on V of II in B  major at ms. 70, sounding ff and glowing. 
Although this V resolves as expected to II in ms. 71, II occupies the place in which we normally 
hear an applied V of VI in B  major in 5
6 position, with F  in the bass. We can clearly see this in 
Ex. 5.16. The strange twist in the voice-leading of ms. 68-70 involving the transformation of G  
into G creates the difference in the end of this phrase as opposed to both ms. 34-38 and ms. 49-
53. Before, in ms. 34-38 and ms. 49-53, the F s at the end of the phrase function as leading tones 
to the Gs with which the refrain begins, kinetically binding each phrase to the opening of the 
refrain. Here, however, no such leading-tone energy is present. In addition, the phrase in ms. 65-
71 expands in the heat of the poet’s ardor; it is two measures longer either of the other parallel 
phrases. And the added two measures can be heard to occur in the midst of the twisting voice-
leading of ms. 68-70. This twist creates the conditions by which ending the phrase on V of VI is 
avoided. By ending the phrase on a C minor triad, the energetic ties that bind the end of the 
phrase to the refrain are severed. We therefore hear the return of the refrain even more 
completely as a frame that is somewhat detached from the unfolding contained within it. While 
the seam between F  and F  is in no danger of being pulled apart, the chromatic unfolding of 
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each phrase that begins with movement from B  to A  (ms. 34-38, ms. 49-53 and ms. 65-71) 
pulls apart a different, but no less important, musical and emotional seam.  
 
 
 
Example 5.16: “Sei mir gegrüsst” ms. 49-53 and ms. 65-71 (juxtaposed and annotated). 
 
 
And again the sounding of the refrain soothes us back into B  major’s embrace. Despite 
everything that occurs in the previous phrase, the refrain gentles it into submission. With this 
return of the refrain we can confidently say that the song is organized rotationally. Because the 
refrain has an embracing/framing function, we hear it as the enclosing matrix within which the 
telos of the song is being unfolded. And by hearing the song as rotationally formed, there is a 
sense that each rotation obsesses over the same emotion (separation), heightening this feeling 
 
 
49
hat zwis chen mich und
50
dich ge stellt, dem
cresc.
51
Neid der Schick sals
52
mäch te zum Ver
53
drus se- - - - - - -
mit
65
Gruß und
66
Kuß ent
cresc.
67
ge gen kamst, mit
68
mei ner
69
See le
cresc.
70
glü hend stem Er
71
gus se- - - - - - - -
B  Major: "V
7
" II
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each time. In this it taps in to a particular aspect of rotational form, one identified by James 
Hepokoski as “inextricably implicated in [a] ritualized effort to flee the vapid emptiness of the 
everyday world, however temporarily, at least for the duration of an exquisitely fashioned 
escape-dream.”
163
 Each time the poet repeats the refrain, circling back over the same idea, we 
hear him attempting to assuage the pain of her absence. We hear his pain in the increasingly 
chromatic phrases that precede the refrain. And there is something ritualistic to the way he 
continually repeats the refrain despite the increasing certainty that she won’t be returning to him. 
Each time the chromaticism wells up and threatens to overwhelm the poet he returns to the 
refrain and soothes himself with it, escaping into the fantasy of her presence. 
We will have to wait some time to hear the embrace of the refrain again. In ms. 78 the 
song returns to its opening material, repeating the music from ms. 9-12 but with different words. 
We are coming to the climax, as he attempts to overcome the realities of time and space with his 
love. There will be no need for the refrain here because his love alone will close the space 
between them. That is not to say that the refrain’s embrace is no longer needed, but rather that at 
this moment both the poet and the music use a different kind of energy to seal the chromaticism 
that increasingly colors each rotation. The refrain, as usual, moves overall from I to V in B  
major, with its attendant melody. We expect to hear the embracing refrain in ms. 82, and indeed 
the measure begins as we might expect, with the bass on G and the Gesangstimme moving from 
B  to D. During the third beat of the measure, however, the music abruptly changes course. The 
bass moves to C and the Gesangstimme, instead of continuing its arpeggiation up to G, moves by 
step to E . This E  moves across the barline to F at ms. 83. The poet now seems to believe that he 
is with her, and she with him: “Ich bin bei dir, du bist bei mir.” The present tense thus intrudes 
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into a poetic utterance almost entirely dedicated to either the future or the past. As such, the 
refrain, dedicated to the future, has no place here. We are coming up to the most chromatic 
passage of the song, the one infused with the most energy and with the most color. In ms. 83, the 
Gesangstimme holds F for two beats before falling a perfect fourth to C. The poet’s desire here is 
further heightened by a 4–3 suspension in which the right hand holds B  across the barline from 
ms. 82 into 83 only to resolve it down to A on the last eighth note of the measure. One energetic 
note, the suspended B , presses down to another, the leading tone A, which strives to return to 
B . A spilling forth of kinetic energy comes from within the very breath that the poet emits in 
order to try and bridge the gap between himself and the beloved. 
His attempt to push the song forward is in keeping with the attempt to fantasize her 
presence. In ms. 84-85 the music essentially repeats its movements from ms. 82-83, only down a 
step. Here the bass steps from F down to E  rather than leaping a minor seventh from G up to F, 
as it did in ms. 82-83. The only other significant difference occurs in the Gesangstimme, where, 
instead of leaping from A  to C, it repeats C on beats one and two of ms. 84 before passing 
through D to E  at ms. 85. For the first time in the song, the harmonic rhythm speeds up from 
one harmony per measure to two in ms. 82 and 84. Each of these new harmonies is an applied V 
to the chord that arrives on the downbeat of the following measure, ms. 83 and 85, ratcheting the 
energy up to an entirely new level. The binding energy of these applied Vs helps us hear the 
melody speeding across both space and time to her. In addition, a curious thing occurs in ms. 84-
85. Remember that Kurth regarded the enharmonic transformation of A  into G  in ms. 65-71 as 
vital for our understanding of how the altered harmony creates new paths throughout the song. 
Here A  reappears, altering the mode to F minor at ms. 84. But instead of becoming G , as it did 
before, A  moves down to G at the end of ms. 85, forming a 4–3 suspension above E  in the bass. 
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We can therefore hear the music making sure that the seam separating the poet from his beloved 
is not opened further. He is binding her to him, believing she is with him. 
If this four-bar phrase contains harmonic and melodic materials we do not expect, the 
next phrase spins further away from anything we have heard before. The replacement of the 
refrain with his fantasized assertion of her actual presence continues to inform the poet’s 
outpouring of love. In ms. 86 the bass drops down to C , reaching ff after a quick crescendo in 
the last half of ms. 85. The sudden crescendo suggests that C  comes from somewhere, and as we 
shall see, we can hear it rising from B  at ms. 78. But before discussing the implications of 
hearing this connection, it is important to deconstruct the intricacies of the phrase from ms. 86-
89 and to be clear about how it connects (or fails to connect) to the final refrain. At the moment 
C  sounds in the bass, G  immediately makes an appearance; we are quickly approaching Kurth’s 
final example. G  defines the entire phrase, sounding in every measure from ms. 86 through 89. 
In ms. 86-69 the bass passes from C  through B  and B  to A  (though the descent does not end 
here). Interestingly, the Gesangstimme is relatively static, though it continues to carry kinetic 
energy. The Gesangstimme leaps repeatedly from E  up to G  as the poet sings that he holds her 
in his arms. Importantly, the chromatic bass descent occurs entirely within the frame of B  major. 
While the bass descends in semitone from ms. 86-89, the upper accompanimental voices remain 
largely inactive, the right hand holding G –E –G  through ms. 86 and 87. We have heard voice-
leading like this before. In these passages we hear chromaticism welling up from within the 
poem’s consciousness. The same thing happens here. He holds her in his arms, embracing her in 
all his erotic joy. The chromatic smear here, which coincides with the moment of his illusory 
embrace, cannot be overlooked. In ms. 88, the left hand moves down to B  while the right hand 
adds D  to the harmony. D  moves down to C at ms. 89 while B  moves to A , everything else 
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remaining the same. We thus arrive — at the moment he embraces her — on the A  major-minor 
seventh which has been so vital to each chromatic phrase, and which has been dealt with in a 
different way each time. The swirling harmonies surrounding E  and G  have swept the poet 
here, leaving in the middle of a musical and emotional vortex. This cannot be a coincidence. 
Even though he embraces her, and attempts to summon her with his love, the distance between 
them is unbridgeable. As the fantasized embrace dissolves into thin air, the poet finds himself 
back where he began, with A  in the bass. 
As we know from Kurth, G  is transformed into F  at ms. 90 while the bass changes 
course and returns to A. We might even be so bold as to suggest that we are meant to hear A  in 
ms. 89 as G , referring back to ms. 65-68, and that the song makes use of our understanding of 
this pitch-class’s multiple potential identities to assimilate the problematic harmony in ms. 89 
and 90. But there is something else going on here as well. When C  then moves down to B  in 
ms. 87, we can hear C  in ms. 86 as an upper neighbor to B  in ms. 78. B  then passes down 
through B  and on to A , which we assume will continue to G. But this presumed continuation is 
interrupted by A, supporting V3
4 of VI. And while we hear this interruption in the piano, another 
interrupting event occurs in the Gesangstimme: it no longer sings. Ms. 90 is only the third time 
in the whole song the Gesangstimme stops for an entire measure and each of the previous times 
we heard this pause as marking the end of one strophe and the beginning of another. Here, 
however, it occurs in the midst of the second half of the third strophe, before the refrain begins. 
Indeed, due to the connections between the harmonies in ms. 89 and 90 — G  reinterpreted as F , 
A  moving up to A, and E  finally fulfilling its charge as an upper neighbor note and falling to D 
— we hear ms. 90 as an extension to the four-bar phrase. Furthermore, the harmony in ms. 90 is 
one we are fully familiar with, albeit in a different position: an applied V3
4 to VI in B  major. By 
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adding the leading tone to G, this harmony adds energy to the overall bass motion from A  in ms. 
89 to G at ms. 91. That is not to say, however, that the harmony in ms. 90 is unimportant, even 
though it occurs in a different position than the one in which we’ve encountered it before. If ms. 
90 were to be deleted, we could still easily hear a connection between the end of the phrase in 
ms. 89 and the beginning of the refrain: we would hear A  moving down to G and assume the 
upper voices of the chord were some sort of suspension-formation. But because of the harmony 
in ms. 90, and because of the added F , we are reminded again of how we so often enter the 
refrain, via the leading-tone energy of F  discharging across the barline into G. Here the phrase 
extends all the way to the downbeat of ms. 91, where it elides with the refrain. The harmony in 
ms. 90, then, eases the music on to the refrain even though the poet no longer sings. In addition, 
V3
4 of VI marks a return to the more normal harmonies preceding the refrain. The last time we 
heard the refrain it was preceded by a C minor triad and contained none of the leading-tone 
energy that helps power the embrace. While we could hear a connection between the C minor 
triad and the harmonies of the refrain, the connection between the end of that phrase and the 
beginning of the refrain was less secure. That said, the harmony in ms. 90 re-asserts the normal 
harmonic connection heard leading into the refrain throughout the song. But unlike every other 
time, the poet no longer sings. 
The return of the Gesangstimme in the refrain therefore differs in force from every other 
time we have heard it. His offer of embrace now seemingly spans not only a chromatic gulf, but 
also the gulf of his brief silence. The power of this return of the refrain cannot be overstated. It 
soothes the poet, and us, because we know how it goes; at this point we are almost singing along 
with it. And we notice, if we have not noticed it before, that the refrain itself is colored with 
neighbor-note energy; each time the Gesangstimme moves to B , the uppermost voice of the 
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piano sounds G as an accented upper neighbor to F. In this upper neighbor we hear the hallmarks 
of alteration style (though G is itself unaltered): in their most basic forms, neighbor notes, altered 
tones, and leading tones complement tonality by adding color to it, rather than destroying it. The 
alteration style, by using the latent energy of its various alterations and displacements, enhances 
tonality without breaking its basic bonds. Here G advances the flow of kinetic energy, rather than 
dissolving it into harmony. This is the same for each refrain, and yet here it seems to have special 
poignancy. This final repetition of the refrain has other effects as well. While we hear it as an 
embrace, by insuring that the B  major frame remains a constant, it also gives rise to a 
countercurrent. 
Romantic repetition may retain its inevitably unsettling quality primarily because 
of the effect of the pattern on identity. Wherever it appears, repetition of this kind 
involves the projection and fixation of identity into an alien place, a process 
necessarily bound up with anxiety. The object that assumes the alienated identity 
becomes, as it does so, “captivating” in the ambivalent sense I have tried to give 
that term.
164
 
 
 When we hear this final repetition of the refrain, there is some sense that the poet is obsessed 
with her. Obsession has both positive and negative aspects to it, a tension we become aware of in 
lead up to the final refrain, when the poet stops singing. Having expended an extreme amount of 
chromatic energy to sustain the illusion of her presence, he returns to the refrain to recover, to 
catch his breath. In the final repetition of the refrain we realize that her image is captivating 
precisely because she cannot be presented. All of his images involve an attempt to locate her in 
the present, to find a presence that is not there. And so we finally gain a full understanding of the 
telos contained within the rotational matrix. It is not that of a musical motive or cadential 
resolution, but rather than of an idea. The idea is that each time chromaticism threatens to 
overwhelm the song the refrain restores order and directs the song back onto its proper course. 
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The obsessive circularity of the song further reinforces the sense that rotations allow the song to 
escape the pain of the everyday world. Each return of the refrain, and thus each new rotation, 
returns the poet to a place in which the distance between them has been erased. In this sense, it is 
the refrain, and not the chromaticism, that sustains the poet’s fantasy. 
The idea that the repetition of the refrain provides a frame for the entire song is made 
concrete at the end; the song ends with the refrain, and nothing falls outside of its emotional and 
tonal boundaries. But within its boundaries flow chromatic and anomalous energies. 
Assimilation is achieved, but at a cost, which is the obsessive repetition of the refrain. We can 
only hear the Gesangstimme’s penultimate phrase as assimilated to the song as a whole because 
it flows into the refrain, and because the refrain repeats again at the end. There is something 
cathartic about each repetition of the refrain because each time the poet sings it he releases the 
tension continually building up in the music between refrains. We can therefore hear the refrain 
as performing a kind of function, or having a particular use, for the poet. In assimilating 
everything to it, the poet uses it to make everything right. In serving as a form of catharsis, the 
refrain allows the poet to sustain the illusion of her presence, framing everything within it that 
which the poet must cathartically expel. But within the frame itself another type of logic pertains. 
This is where Kurth proves so valuable for understanding the subtleties of non-assimilation. 
Rothfarb writes that, for Kurth, “all of these tonal phenomena — exterior and interior expansion 
as well as implicit tonic key and harmony — result in a new and distinctive kind of tonality, a 
typically Romantic kind, which we might call ‘tension tonality.’”
165
 While we can certainly hear 
and provide assimilation for the chromatic elements of the song, it is only by also recognizing 
that to a certain extent they remain in a kind of tension with the refrain. Each time the melodic 
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line is altered, and then altered again to return to the refrain, we hear an outpouring of libido in 
the direction of the beloved. And when that energy fills the space between them it can only be 
accommodated by the poet ceasing to sing. Adorno writes that Kurth’s “interpretation of 
harmony as ‘energetic’ and not just as sound seems to belong to an avant-garde vocabulary and 
helps to give an insight into what is in principle the dynamic character of harmony.”
166
 In “Sei 
mir gegrüßt,” the dynamic harmonies energize the interior of the song, allowing us to hear the 
upwelling of the poet’s emotions, but ultimately their energy is nonetheless contained. The 
interior expansion in this song shows just how important the embracing refrain is to the poet. It 
functions almost like a mantra, something he repeats to himself to keep himself grounded while 
in between he embarks on flights of fancy that culminate in his attempts to make her present. 
This of course does not work, and so at the end of the song he returns to the refrain, consoling 
himself with B  major. B  major assimilates its chromatic interior, but only by banishing the 
illusion of her presence. 
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